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Environmental Checklist Form 
 

 
1. 

 
Project Title:  2007 Campus Master Plan                                                              

 
2. 

 
Lead Agency Name and Address:         The Trustees of the California State University 

California State University, Long Beach 
Physical Planning and Facilities Management  
1250 Bellflower Boulevard, BH370 
Long Beach, CA 90840-0127                      

 
3. 

 
Contact Person and Phone Number:  Susan Brown, Director 
  Physical Planning and Facilities Management 
 (562) 985-4131 

 
4. 

 
Project Location:  CSU Long Beach campus - generally bounded by East 7th Street to the south, 
East Atherton Street to the north, Bellflower Boulevard to the west, and Palo Verde Avenue to 
the east.  Figure 1 illustrates the campus’ location.   

 
5. 

 
Project Sponsor's Name and Address:  Same as the Lead Agency  

 
6. 

 
Campus Master Plan Designation:  Various 

 
7. 

 
Zoning:  n/a 

 
8. 

 
Description of Project:  The project is the comprehensive update of the Campus Master Plan 
for the CSU Long Beach to accommodate a gradual growth in student enrollment projected to 
reach 31,000 full-time equivalent students (FTEs) by the 2015/2016 academic year.  As of Fall 
2006, the University’s student enrollment had reached approximately 26,440 FTEs.    
 
The State Legislature’s commitment to accommodating student demand and providing access 
to higher education is reflected in the rise in student enrollment ceilings throughout the CSU, as 
well as the UC, University systems.  At CSU Long Beach, the last FTE ceiling increase to 25,000 
FTE occurred in 1972.  It has taken 35 years to reach this enrollment level.  The campus 
anticipates an average annual growth rate of about 2% - 2.5% to reach the new ceiling, 
assuming the same level of State funding as currently provided.  With some CSU campuses 
raising their ceiling levels to 35,000 FTEs, the proposed Campus Master Plan represents about 
half of the increase of other large CSU campuses. 
 
Located approximately 3 miles from the Pacific Ocean, the CSU Long Beach campus spans 323 
acres with 84 buildings.  Established in 1949 by California Governor Earl Warren, CSU Long 
Beach has grown to be one of the most well respected universities in California. 
 
CSU Long Beach aims to achieve greater distinction with four strategic priorities: student 
success, academic quality, service excellence, and campus life and environment.  To that end, in 
2003, CSU Long Beach launched a master planning process to examine long-range enrollment 
and the campus physical plan.  A master planning framework was established to accommodate 
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31,000 FTEs and outline stipulations for growth.  In the Spring of 2004, this framework was 
endorsed by the Academic Senate and the President and in fall 2006 was re-affirmed by the 
Academic Senate.  The framework creates stipulations related to the quality of instruction; 
parking and traffic; green space; the quality of the student experience; resources; diversity; 
tenure faculty density; student retention and graduation rates; and program balance.   
 
Existing Facilities:  Existing campus educational facilities comprise approximately 3.2 million 
gross square feet with approximately 1.9 million of assignable square feet.  These include 
traditional academic buildings, administrative offices, a student union, library, and bookstore, 
and food service facilities.  The campus facilities also include student dormitories, support 
facilities, and parking structures.  Figure 2 illustrates existing facilities and future facilities that are 
approved pursuant to the current Master Plan.  
 
The University architecture is mostly of the international style, placing emphasis on open 
landscaped areas throughout campus creating a natural, park-like setting.  Landscaping and 
architecture are integrated in semi-formal quadrangles, courtyards, rolling grass-covered hills, 
and sculptured tree canopies.  The campus buildings primarily are comprised of brick, glass, and 
concrete.  Modernist proportioning, flat roofs, punched windows, and the consistent use of 
peach-colored brick tie the campus together.  One exception is the blue Walter Pyramid, which 
provides a noteworthy contrast on campus and serves as an icon for the University and the City 
of Long Beach. 
 
Proposed Campus Master Plan:  The proposed Master Plan identifies primary physical facilities 
required to accommodate CSU Long Beach’s strategic and academic plans (refer to Figure 3).  
With enrollment growth anticipated to reach approximately 31,000 FTEs, the Plan provides for 
the required instructional, research, faculty office and administrative space, student services 
areas, student housing, sports and recreation, parking, and support facilities.  Campus goals for 
the 2007-2010 period address these areas of planning:  (1) human resources, (2) enrollment, (3) 
student retention and graduation, (4) physical facilities and environment, (5) resources and 
quality improvement, (6) information technology, and (7) external support and partnerships. 
 
The Master Plan is designed to first provide new in-fill facilities in the interior of the campus and 
replacing the existing aged, obsolete, and inefficient facilities.  These facilities include three 
liberal arts replacement buildings, two new parking structures, a student services addition to 
Brotman Hall, student housing, and a soccer field and sports buildings.  The existing aged and 
obsolete buildings will be demolished and replaced with new modern facilities at approximately 
the same locations, providing program areas required to support the academic plan that cannot 
be accommodated within existing buildings.  Areas identified for reconstruction are the student 
services addition, liberal arts area, and science area.  Associated infrastructure improvements 
will be provided as needed throughout the campus.  
 
The Campus Master Plan protects open spaces, pedestrian corridors, and campus architectural 
themes.  Overall, the Master Plan aims to enhance the University’s distinct character, update 
and expand campus infrastructure, and preserve the quality of the physical environment.  The 
Plan also reflects the University’s intent to minimize facility growth on the perimeter of the 
campus. 
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9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  The campus is generally bordered and separated from the 
surrounding uses by Atherton Street, Palo Verde Drive, State University Drive, Seventh Street, 
West Campus Drive, Beach Drive, and Bellflower Boulevard.  The uses across these streets 
consist predominantly of single-family residential areas, but also include multiple-family 
residences, institutional uses, and commercial businesses.  The Veteran’s Administration Medical 
Center complex borders the campus to the southwest.   Commercial uses are located to the 
northwest of the campus on the south side of Atherton Street, in the vicinity of its intersection 
with Bellflower Boulevard, and Whaley Park straddles Atherton Street within this area.  Mini 
Gant Elementary School is located on the north side of Atherton Street across from the campus’ 
northern boundary.  Station 22 of the City of Long Beach Fire Department is located at the 
northeast corner of campus at the intersection of Atherton Street and Palo Verde Avenue.  A 
Los Angeles County electrical substation is located on Atherton, immediately west of Station 22. 
Hill Middle School is located about one block southeast of campus.  The Los Cerritos flood 
control channel runs north-south about 1,200 feet to the east of campus, with the San Gabriel 
River running north-south about 1,200 feet to the east beyond that.  Alamitos Bay and the Long 
Beach marina are located about a half mile south of the University campus in the general 
vicinity.   

  
 
10. 

 
The Campus Master Plan and subsequent implementing actions are subject to review and 
approval by the Trustees of the California State University.    
 
Other public agencies whose input will be sought:   

 
 City of Long Beach 

 
 County of Los Angeles Sanitation Districts 

 
 Caltrans, District 7 

 
 Others, as may be necessary 

 



 

Campus Location   
Figure 1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
Source: California State University, Long Beach, 2007; Google Earth.
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Existing Campus Master Plan 
Figure 2 

 

 
 

 
 
Source: California State University Long Beach, June 2007. 
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Existing Master Plan Legend 
  
1 E. James Brotman Hall 
2 Student Health Services 
3 Nursing 
4 Soroptimist House 
5 Family and Consumer Sciences 
6 University Student Union 
7 Cafeteria 
8 Bookstore 
9 Psychology 
10 Liberal Arts 5 
11 Liberal Arts 4 
12 Liberal Arts 3 
13 Liberal Arts 2 
14 Liberal Arts 1 
15 Faculty Office 3 
16 Faculty Office 2 
17 Lecture Hall 150-151 
18 KKJZ 
19 Library 
20 Academic Services 
21 Multi-Media Center 
22 Education 1 
23 Education 2 
24 Mcintosh Humanities Office Building 
25 Language Arts Building 
26 Studio Theatre 
27 University Theatre 
28 University Telecommunications Center 
29 Art Annex 
32 Fine Arts 1 
33 Fine Arts 2 
34 Fine Arts 3 
35 Fine Arts 4 
36 Faculty Office 4 
37 Peterson Hall 1 
38 Peterson Hall 2 
39 Peterson Hall 3 
40 Science Lecture Halls 
41 Microbiology 
42 Animal House 
43 Greenhouse 1 and 2 
44 Electrical Substation (North) 
45 Faculty Office 5 
46 Social Sciences / Public Affairs 
47 University Gymnasiums 
48 Health and Human Services Classrooms 
49 Health and Human Services Offices 
50 Vivian Engineering Center 
51 Engineering 2 

52 Engineering 3 
53 Engineering 4 
54 Design 
55 Human Services & Design 
56 Engineering Technology 
57 Facilities Management 
58 Corporation Yard 
59 Patterson Child Development Center 
60 Los Alamitos Hall 
61 Los Cerritos Hall 
62 Residence Halls and Commons 
63 Recycling Center 
64 Greenhouse 3 
65 Electrical Substation (South) 
66 Reprographics 
67 Communications - Main Distribution 
 Facility A 
68 Restrooms / Storage 
69 Softball Field Restrooms 
70 Communications - Main Distribution 
 Facility B 
71 University Music Center 
72 Carpenter Performing Arts Center & 
 Dance Center 
73 Mike and Arline Walter Pyramid 
74 Parking / Transportation Services 
75 International House 
76 Earl Burns Miller Garden 
78 Visitor Information Center 
79 Communications - Main Distribution 
 Facility C 
80 University Police 
81 Pyramid Annex 
82 Outpost Food Service 
83 Engineering / Computer Science 
84 Steve and Nini Horn Center 
85 College of Business 
86 Central Plant 
87 Campus Housing 
88 Parking Structure No. 1 
89 Housing & Residential Life 
91 Parking Structure No. 2 
92 Parking Structure No. 3 
93 Student Recreation & Wellness Center 
94 Molecular and Life Sciences Center 
95 Peterson Hall Replacement Building 
 
00 Miller House (Located Off Site)



 

Preliminary Conceptual Master Plan 
Figure 3 

 

 
Source: California State University, Long Beach, Draft Campus Master Plan, May 2007. 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at 
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages. 
 

 
 
Aesthetics   

 
Agriculture Resources   

 
Air Quality 

 
 
Biological Resources  

 
Cultural Resources   

 
Geology/Soils 

 
 
Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

 
 
Hydrology/Water Quality   

 
Land Use/Planning 

 
 
Mineral Resources   

 
Noise   

 
Population/Housing 

 
 
Public Services   

 
Recreation   

 
Transportation/Traffic 

 
 
Utilities/Service Systems   

 
Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
Determination 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 
 
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or 
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 

 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects 
that remain to be addressed. 

 

 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

 
Signature 

 
 
 
June 20, 2007_
Date 
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Issues: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
 

I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project: 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? 

    

 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within 
a State scenic highway? 

    

 
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the project area and 
its surroundings? 

    

 
d) Create a new source of substantial light 
or glare which would adversely affect day 
or nighttime views in the area? 

    

 
a and c.  The Master Plan is expected to have a beneficial impact on campus aesthetics by working to 
preserve and enhance campus character through architectural and landscape design.  Nevertheless, 
aesthetics issues will be addressed by the EIR.   
 
b.  State Route 1 (i.e., Pacific Coast Highway), which is eligible for scenic highway designation, lies 
southwest of campus.  Views of the campus from this highway are limited, and will not substantially change 
as a result of the Master Plan.  No adverse impact is anticipated, and this issue will not be discussed in the 
EIR. 
 
c.  The new facilities will be located within an illuminated urban area and will not result in the substantial 
changes to the existing light levels on campus.  However, since one proposed facility - the soccer field and 
its sports buildings may include new lighting, the issues associated with this facility will be addressed in the 
EIR. 
 
II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In 
determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Project area 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional 
model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland. Would the project: 
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Issues: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

    

 
b) Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

    

 
c) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

    

 
a through c.  The campus does not accommodate any designated farmland.  No agricultural uses are 
located in the vicinity.  No agricultural zoning or Williamson Act contracts exist within the campus or in the 
vicinity.  No impact to agricultural resources will result. 
 
III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the 
significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to 
make the following determinations. Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

    

 
b) Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

    

 
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

    

 
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 
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Issues: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
 
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

    

 
a through d.  The campus is located within the South Coast Air Basin, which continues to exceed Federal 
and State ambient air quality standards for ozone and particulate matter (PM10).  Accommodating the 
projected growth in student enrollment in new facilities and improvements provided pursuant to the 
Campus Master Plan has a potential to generate exhaust emissions and short-term construction-related 
emissions.  These issues will be addressed in the EIR. 
 
e.  University operations typically do not result in objectionable odors.  No adverse impact will result, and 
this issue will not be addressed further in the EIR. 
 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, 
or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

    

 
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and 
Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

 
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

    

 
d) Interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

    



CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY  INITIAL STUDY 
LONG BEACH   CAMPUS MASTER PLAN 13

 
Issues: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
 
e) Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

    

 
f) Conflict with the provisions of an 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

    

 
a through f.  The campus is surrounded by urban development, including structures, pavement, and 
ornamental landscaping.  No native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or native wildlife nursery sites are known to be located within or adjacent to campus.  No 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulation, or by the California Department of Fish and Games (CDFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) are known to live, forage, or visit on campus.  No riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by CDFG or USFWS exist within 
CSU Long Beach and the surrounding area.  No federally protected wetlands (as defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act), wildlife nurseries, wildlife corridors, natural communities, or habitats exist on or near 
campus.  The University site is not included in any habitat conservation plan, and no local policies regarding 
biological resources are applicable to the campus.  No adverse impact on biological resources will occur 
and this issue will not be addressed in the EIR. 
 
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in §15064.5? 

    

 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

    

 
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or project area or 
unique geologic feature? 

    

 
d) Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

    

 
a.  No structures or features on campus are considered historic resources.  No adverse impact will result and 
this issue will not be addressed in the EIR. 
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Issues: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
 
b and d.  Archaeological resources are known to exist on campus, and while the Master Plan is not 
anticipated to adversely affect any such resources, these issues, including mitigation measures to reduce the 
potential for impact, will be addressed in the EIR. 
 
c.  The campus does not accommodate unique geologic features.  No paleontological resources are known 
to be located on campus or in the vicinity.  No adverse impact will result, and these issues will not be 
addressed in the EIR. 
 
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

    

 
i) Rupture of a known earthquake 
fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for 
the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42. 

    

 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

    

 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 

    

 
iv) Landslides? 

    
 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil? 

    

 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil 
that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-project area 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

    

 
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined 
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to 
life or property? 
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Issues: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
 
e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

    

 
a through d.  Portions of the campus are subject to liquefaction.  No part is subject to landslides and on-site 
soils are not known to be unstable.  All facilities and improvements constructed pursuant to the Master Plan 
will comply with all applicable regulations and standard University procedures designed to ensure the 
required level of geotechnical and seismic safety.  These include site-specific geotechnical investigation, the 
use of identified specific engineering methods and design specifications, and a review and approval process 
for each individual facility plans for compliance with seismic safety requirements.  Mandatory compliance 
with these existing regulations, requirements, and procedure will ensure that no significant impact will result, 
and these issues will not be addressed in the EIR. 
 
e.   The campus is served by sewers, and no septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems exist or 
will be required.  No adverse impact will result, and this issue will not be addressed in the EIR. 
 
VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS -- Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

    

 
b) Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

    

 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 

    

 
d) Be located on a site which is included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it 
create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 
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e) For a project located within an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would 
the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project 
area? 

    

 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip, would the project result in 
a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

    

 
g) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

    

 
h) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas 
or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

    

 
a through d.  The new academic, administrative, and support facilities will not involve the routine use, 
transport, or disposal of hazardous materials.  On-site use of hazardous materials will continue to be limited 
to small amount of everyday janitorial cleaners and common chemicals used for landscaping and 
maintenance.  Materials used for laboratory academic research and instructions will continue to be handled 
and disposed of in accordance with established University procedures. The University’s environmental 
health and safety staff will continue to monitor the use of hazardous materials in science instructions to 
ensure safe and lawful handling, movement, storage, and disposal of such materials.  Impact will be less than 
significant and these issues will not be addressed in the EIR. 
 
e through h.  The campus is not located in the vicinity of any private airstrip, nor is it located within any 
airport land use plan.  Long Beach Municipal Airport is located approximately 1.6 mile to the northwest of 
the campus edge, but risk from aircraft overflights is limited due to the distance to the airport.  The campus 
is not located within any safety zone of the airport, and no tall buildings that might affect aircraft operations 
are proposed.  The Master Plan will provide for orderly development of the campus facilities, and will not 
impair implementation of or physically interfere with any adopted emergency response or evacuation plan.  
The campus is not located in the vicinity of any wildlands.  No adverse impact will result, and these issues 
will not be addressed in the EIR. 
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VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- 
Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements? 

    

 
b) Substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level 
which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)? 

    

 
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site? 

    

 
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- 
or off-site area? 

    

 
e) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

    

 
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? 

    

 
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 
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h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard 
area structures which would impede or 
redirect flood flows? 

    

 
i) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

    

 
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow? 

    

 
a, c through f.  New facilities and infrastructure improvements will be constructed pursuant to the Master 
Plan.  While the implementation of the Master Plan is anticipated not to result in substantial effects, issues 
related to water quality and drainage will be addressed in the EIR. 
 
b.  Water use on campus pursuant to the Master Plan is not expected to result in substantially increased 
groundwater pumping, if any at all.  Increased area of impermeable surfaces due to new facilities and 
improvements will be minimal.  Impact on groundwater will be less than significant and this issue will not be 
addressed in the EIR. 
 
g and h.  The Campus Master Plan provides for new structures and facilities within the existing campus.  No 
substantial change in exposure to flood hazards will occur.  According to the City of Long Beach flood zone 
maps, the campus is not located in any zone in which flood insurance is still required by the federal 
government.  No adverse impact is anticipated, and these issues will not be addressed in the EIR. 
 
i and j.  No bodies of water, levees, or dams are located uphill from campus; therefore, the campus is not 
exposed to seiche and/or flooding due to dam or levee failure.  The campus is located at a distance of 
approximately 3 miles from the ocean and at elevation, and is not susceptible to damage from tsunami.  The 
campus and surrounding areas are relatively flat; no hills or unstable lands are located in the vicinity, and no 
mudflows are known to affect the campus.  No adverse impact will result, and this issue will be discussed in 
the EIR. 
 
IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Physically divide an established 
community? 

    

 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, 
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 
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c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

    

 
a through c.  The project is a comprehensive update of the Campus Master Plan that continues University 
uses of its campus.  No facilities that might conflict with existing on- or off-campus uses are part of the 
Master Plan.  The proposed Master Plan is consistent with and implements the CSU Long Beach’s planning 
goals.  The facilities and improvements provided pursuant to the Master Plan are infill development within 
an existing campus that will not divide any established community.  No natural community or habitat 
conservation plans apply to campus.  No adverse impact is anticipated and these issues will not be 
addressed in the EIR.   
 
X. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of 
the state? 

    

 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a 
locally-important mineral resource 
recovery project area delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan? 

    

 
a and b.  The campus is not known to contain any important mineral resources.  Therefore, the Master Plan 
will not result in the loss of any such resources.  No adverse impact will result, and this issue will not be 
addressed in the EIR. 
 
XI. NOISE -- Would the project result in: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

    

 
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

    

 
c) A substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 
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d) A substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

 
e) For a project located within an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

    

 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

    

 
a, c, and d.  Construction of new facilities and improvements pursuant to the Master Plan will result in noise 
associated with vehicular trips, construction of new facilities and improvements, and day-to-day campus 
activities.  This issue, including short-term noise associated with construction of individual facilities that 
include a new Parking Structure 3 provided pursuant to the current Master Plan, will be examined in the EIR.  
 
b.  Long-term facilities and improvements provided pursuant to the Master Plan will continue the University 
uses and functions that do not to involve generating excessive vibration or groundborne noise.  No adverse 
impact will result, and this issue will not be addressed in the EIR. 
 
e and f.  No private airstrips are located in the campus.  Long Beach Municipal Airport is located about 1.6 
miles from the campus edge.  According to the Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan, airport noise at 
the campus does not exceed 65 CNEL.  No significant impact will result, and this issue will not be discussed 
in the EIR. 
 
XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would 
the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Induce substantial population growth in 
an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 
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c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

 
a through c.  The implementation of the Campus Master Plan will provide additional on-campus student 
housing, and will not displace any housing or people.  The proposed Master Plan is designed to 
accommodate projected gradual increase in student enrollment resulting from growth and development 
within the area and the Southern California region and by itself, will not induce substantial population 
growth or housing demand.  The University is primarily a commuter campus with the majority of students 
and faculty already residing within the surrounding area and the greater region and commuting to campus 
from their residences.  This pattern will continue under the proposed Master Plan.  Nearby areas are fully 
urbanized and served by existing infrastructure, and the provision of the University facilities within the 
campus has no potential to induce significant growth in the surrounding areas or the region.  No significant 
impact will result, and these issues will not be addressed in the EIR. 
 
XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Would the project result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order 
to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Fire protection? 

    

 
Police protection? 

    

 
Schools? 

    

 
Parks? 

    

 
Other public facilities? 
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a.  The police protection services on campus are provided by the University’s own Police Department  The 
campus police are supported as needed by the City of Long Beach Police Department and by Station 22 of 
the Long Beach Fire Department.  While these existing facilities and resources are anticipated to continue to 
adequately serve the campus, the particulars of the existing and future police and fire protection facilities 
and systems will be addressed in the EIR.  The Master Plan provides needed facilities to accommodate the 
projected student enrollment and has no potential to generate a substantial demand for schools.    
 
The Master Plan provides for new and enhanced recreation and wellness facilities and open space within 
the campus to serve the projected student enrollment and will not create a need for construction of new 
parks in the surrounding communities.  The Master Plan also provides for adequate student and faculty 
support facilities - including library, food/dinning, student housing, parking structures, and other facilities, 
and will not generate a need for construction of new public facilities in the surrounding community. No 
adverse impact will result and these issues will not be addressed in the EIR. 
 
XIV. RECREATION  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Would the project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 

    

 
b) Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? 

    

 
a and b.  The Master Plan includes preservation and enhancement of on-campus open space and new 
recreation facilities for students, faculty, and staff, including a recreation and wellness center.  Thus, no 
construction of neighborhood or regional parks or other recreation facilities will be required.  Impact will be 
less than significant and these issues will not be discussed further in the EIR.  However, the effects 
associated with the provision of the soccer field and sports buildings facility on campus will be addressed in 
the EIR. 
 
XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would 
the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is 
substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., 
result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 
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b) Exceed, either individually or 
cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads 
or highways? 

    

 
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels 
or a change in location which results in 
substantial safety risks? 

    

 
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

 
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

    

 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

    

 
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle 
racks)? 

    

 
a and b.  The Master Plan provides for additional student housing on campus which will reduce commuter 
trips to campus.  However, since the gradual increase in student enrollment accommodated by the Master 
Plan will result in vehicle trips in vicinity of the University, a traffic study will prepared as part of the EIR to 
address these issues. 
 
c through e.  The Master Plan will not result in any change in demand for air travel.  The Master Plan does 
not provide for any uses that might be incompatible with nearby on- and off-campus uses.  No substantial 
changes to the existing street system will occur and no obstructions to any emergency access, either in the 
long term or during construction of individual facilities and improvements, will occur.  No adverse impact 
will result, and these issues will not be addressed in the EIR. 
 
f.  The Master Plan includes new parking facilities to accommodate the gradual growth in student enrollment 
Two additional parking structures are included in the Master Plan to keep students from parking in 
surrounding neighborhoods, and no significant impact is anticipated.  Nonetheless, this issue will be 
addressed in the EIR as part of the traffic study.  
 
g.  Alternative transportation programs will continue to be implemented and enhanced pursuant to the 
Master Plan.  Bicycle parking and campus shuttle services will be provided for all new facilities, as 
appropriate.  Impact will be beneficial, and this issue will not be discussed further in the EIR. 
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XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- 
Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board? 

    

 
b) Require or result in the construction of 
new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

    

 
c) Require or result in the construction of 
new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

    

 
d) Have sufficient water supplies available 
to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed? 

    

 
e) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

    

 
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

    

 
g) Comply with federal, State, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

    

 
a.  New facilities provided pursuant to the Master Plan will continue to include academic, administrative, 
and support facilities serving the University students, faculty, and staff.  Wastewater generated by the new 
facilities will be similar to existing flows.  The quality of wastewater flows associated with these typical urban 
educational uses meet all applicable requirements.  No adverse impact will result, and this issue will not be 
discussed further in the EIR. 
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b through f.  The daily water use, generation of wastewater, solid waste, and stormwater runoff will increase 
as a result of the increase in the projected student enrollment and provision of new facilities on campus.  
The Master Plan may include the provision of water, sewer, and/or drainage infrastructure improvements. 
The University’s current recycling and other waste-reduction programs will continue. These issues will be 
further addressed in the EIR. 
 
g.  The University will continue to implement solid waste reduction programs, including recycling, reuse, and 
required diversion.  CSU Long Beach complies with all pertinent regulations regarding solid waste.  No 
adverse impact will result and this issue will not be discussed in the EIR. 

 
XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

    

 
b) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)? 

    

 
c) Does the project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 
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a.  The implementation of the Campus Master Plan will provide new facilities and improvements within an 
existing urban University campus surrounded by residential, institutional, commercial, and other urban 
development within the City of Long Beach.  The Master Plan preserves opens space resources on campus 
and will not degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant 
or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.  Nonetheless, the issue 
of potential impact on certain resources, such as archaeological resources, will be addressed in the EIR.  
 
b.  The area-wide growth, and the growth and development within the City of Long Beach - including  in the 
areas surrounding the campus may result in significant air quality, noise, traffic, and other impacts.  While 
the effects of the Master Plan itself will be relatively limited, when combined together with the effects of the 
area-wide growth and development the cumulative impacts may be significant. These issues will be 
addressed in the EIR.  
 
c.  The Master Plan will result in the provision of needed facilities and improvements at the CSU Long Beach 
campus.  These facilities and improvements are necessary to continue the University functions and the 
provision of higher education opportunities for the residents of the surrounding areas and the State as 
reflected by the projected student enrollment, with no potential to result in substantial adverse effects on 
people. 
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Re CSULB Expansion.txt
From: Physical Planning and Facilities Management [ppfm@csulb.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2007 11:00 AM
To: Julie Jackson
Cc: Finkelstein, Irena
Subject: Re: CSULB Expansion

Julie,

Thank you for your comments.   They have been forwarded to 
the campus' environmental consultant who will address them in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report.

Sincerely,

Susan Brown
Director, Physical Planning

On Mon, 16 Jul 2007 12:14:20 -0700
  "Julie Jackson" <jflyjack@charter.net> wrote:
> Janice - Thanks for passing this information on.
> 
> Susan - Thanks for sharing this information with the residents of
> University Park Estates.   Can you provide a Master Plan 
>Legend
> (including timing of projects) for the Preliminary Conceptual Master  
>Plan?
> 
> Thank You.
> 
> Regards,
> 
> Julie Jackson
> Castle Financial, Inc - Reverse Mortgage Experts  3780 Kilroy Airport 
>Way, Suite 200  Long Beach, CA  90806
> 888-488-4278 Toll Free
> 562-715-7902 Mobile
> <mailto:JulieJackson@CastleReverse.com>
>JulieJackson@CastleReverse.com
> www.CastleReverse.com <http://www.castlereverse.com/>
> 
>For your protection, we remind you that this is an unsecure email  
>service, which is not intended for sending confidential or sensitive  
>information.  Please do not inclue your social security number or any  
>other personal information in the content of the email.
> 
> Castle Financial is an Equal Housing Lender. CA Dept of Real Estate -  
>Real Estate Broker 01511069
> 
> -----Original Message-----
>From: U2RADahl@aol.com [mailto:U2RADahl@aol.com]
> Sent: Monday, July 16, 2007 8:56 AM
> To: undisclosed-recipients:
> Subject: CSULB Expansion
> 
> 
> CSULB is updating its physical master plan to be completed by the
> 2015/2016 academic year.  The plan states that there will significant  
>traffic congestion impacts from the construction.
> UPENA, through our
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Re CSULB Expansion.txt
> Board, will need representation to mitigate the negative impacts on 
>the  our neighborhood.  We, you, have until July 23, 2007 to submit in  
>writing comments to:
> 
> 
> Thank you,
> Janice Dahl, President
> University Park Estates Neighborhood Association
> 
> 
> 
> 
>  _____
> 
> Get a sneak peak of the all-new AOL.com 
> <http://discover.aol.com/memed/aolcom30tour/?ncid=AOLAOF00020000000982
> >
> .
> 
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Re CSULB Master Plan1.txt
From: Physical Planning and Facilities Management [ppfm@csulb.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2007 10:59 AM
To: Gary_DeLong@longbeach.gov
Cc: Finkelstein, Irena
Subject: Re: CSULB Master Plan

Gary, I received a call from Janice Dahl yesterday morning 
representing University Park Estates.   I understand she 
had a meeting last night at the Gas Lamp during which she planned to discuss our 
Master Plan Update.  I told her we welcome comment letters from her constituency 
group during the IS/NOP period as well as during the DEIR period.

Our master plan environmental consultant, HDR Engineering, Inc., has hired Fehr & 
Peers (Kaku) Traffic Consultants to assess traffic impacts.  Their findings and 
mitigations measures will be addressed in the DEIR.  I understand that the traffic 
consultant will also be in contact with the City's traffic engineer on this issue.

Please feel free to contact me if you have additional questions or need further 
information.

Thank you,

Susan Brown
Director, Physical Planning

On Tue, 17 Jul 2007 06:53:49 -0700
  Gary_DeLong@longbeach.gov wrote:
> Susan, The University Park Estates Neighborhood Association may be 
>providing comments.  You may want to reach out to them, if you haven't 
>already. Also, can you tell me where and how much additional traffic 
>may be created and what the mitigation measures would be?
> Gary DeLong
> Councilmember, 3rd District
> City of Long Beach
> 562/961-4105
> 562/961-4106 (Fax)
> www.LongBeach.Gov/District3
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Re June 2007 Master Plan Proposal.txt
From: Physical Planning and Facilities Management [ppfm@csulb.edu]
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2007 8:48 AM
To: KEITH NOTTAGE
Cc: Finkelstein, Irena
Subject: Re: June 2007 Master Plan Proposal

Dear Mr. Nottage,

Thank you for your comments on our master plan proposal. 
 These will be shared with the environmental consultant and addressed in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  The DEIR will be circulated for public review 
and 
comments in the coming months.   We appreciate your 
feedback.

Sincerely,

Susan Brown
Director, Physical Planning

On Thu, 19 Jul 2007 18:27:31 -0700
  "KEITH NOTTAGE" <knottage@charter.net> wrote:
> Attention:
> 
> Ms. Susan Brown, Director, Fhysical Planning
> 
> RE:  June 2007 Proposed Additions to Campus
> 
> Attached are comments for your consideration concerning the Proposed 
>June 2007 Master Plan.
> 
> Thank you for your consideration.
> 
> Keith Nottage
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I.   INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

This report documents the results of the traffic impact analysis for the proposed California State 

University, Long Beach (CSU Long Beach) Master Plan in the City of Long Beach.  This report 

identifies the base assumptions, describes the methods used to analyze traffic operations, and 

summarizes the findings of the analysis.     

 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

 

CSU Long Beach currently has the following uses, according to data provided from the campus 

planning department for the 2006-2007 academic year: 

 

• 26,440 full-time equivalent (FTE) students (total head-count = 35,574) 

• 1,116 full-time faculty and 1,034 part-time faculty 

• 1,407 full-time staff and 130 part-time staff 

• 1,962 beds of on-campus student housing  

• Parking: 
o Surface Lots = 8,961 spaces 
o Temporary Lot (20) = 419 spaces 
o Parking Structure #1 = 2,727 spaces 
o Parking Structure #2 = 1,297 spaces 
o Total = 13,404 spaces 

 

The CSU Long Beach Master Plan has a horizon year of 2020.  To determine potential impacts 

of campus growth under near-term conditions, specific projects expected to occur by Year 2012-

13 along with an increase in student enrollment were identified.  The following campus growth 

was assumed to occur under near-term conditions (by 2012-13). 

 

• 27,479 FTE students  

• Liberal Arts Replacement Buildings (no new students) 

• Soccer Complex (no new students) 

• 980 beds for student housing, Phase 1  

• Parking Structure #3 – 1,300 total spaces located on Lot 11 
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With the implementation of the proposed Master Plan, the following uses (in addition to those 

identified above for near-term conditions) are planned for CSU Long Beach under Year 2020 

conditions: 

 

• 31,000 FTE students  

• 1,034 beds for student housing, Phase 2 

• Parking Structure #4 – 1,150 total spaces located on Lot 14A 

• Parking Structure #5 – 1,360 total spaces located on Lot 7 
 

 

STUDY SCOPE 

 

This study analyzes potential project-generated traffic impacts on the adjacent street system 

within the City of Long Beach.  Traffic impacts are based on the operating conditions of 

intersections in the study area.  The 29 intersections selected for analysis are listed below and 

illustrated in Figure 1.  The study intersections were selected based on locations most likely to 

be impacted by proposed campus growth and reflect comments received by the City of Long 

Beach from the Notice of Preparation prepared for the CSU Long Beach Master Plan. 

 

1. Palo Verde Avenue & Anaheim Road/State University Drive 
2. I-405 Southbound Off-Ramp & Los Coyotes Diagonal 
3. Bellflower Boulevard & I-405 Northbound Ramps 
4. Bellflower Boulevard & Sterns Street 
5. Bellflower Boulevard & Atherton Street 
6. Bellflower Boulevard & Beach Drive 
7. Bellflower Boulevard & 7th Street 
8. Bellflower Boulevard & Pacific Coast Highway 
9. Pacific Coast Highway & 7th Street 
10. West Campus Road & 7th Street 
11. Palo Verde Avenue & Parking Structure 
12. Palo Verde Avenue & Rendina Street 
13. Palo Verde Avenue & Atherton Street 
14. Palo Verde Avenue & Sterns Street 
15. Palo Verde Avenue & Woodruff Avenue 
16. Palo Verde Avenue & I-405 Northbound Ramps 
17. Merriam Way & Fanwood Drive & Atherton Street 
18. Earl Warren Drive &  Atherton Street 
19. Studebaker Road & SR-22 Westbound Ramps 
20. Studebaker Road & Atherton Street 
21. Studebaker Road & I-405 Southbound Off-Ramp 
22. Studebaker Road & I-405 Northbound On-Ramp 
23. Studebaker Road & Anaheim Road 
24. Earl Warren Drive & Beach Drive 
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25. Merriam Way & Beach Drive 
26. East Campus Road & 7th Street 
27. Bellflower Boulevard & Los Coyotes Diagonal 
28. Pacific Coast Highway & 2nd Street 
29. Studebaker Road & SR-22 Eastbound Ramps 

 

The impact analyses of near-term and future year traffic conditions were based on projected 

conditions in Year 2012-13 and 2020 both with and without the implementation of the proposed 

Master Plan.  The following traffic scenarios were developed and analyzed as part of this study: 

 

• Existing (2007) Conditions – The analysis of existing traffic conditions was intended to 
provide a basis for the remainder of the study.  The existing conditions analysis included a 
description of the street system serving the site, current traffic volumes, and an 
assessment of the operating conditions at the study intersection. 

 

• Near-Term (2012-13) Base Conditions – Near-term conditions without the proposed 
project traffic were developed for the year 2012-13.  The objective of this analysis was to 
project near-term traffic growth and operating conditions that could be expected to result 
from regional growth and related projects in the vicinity of the project site by the academic 
year 2012-13. 

 

• Near-Term (2012-13) plus Project Conditions – This scenario provided projected traffic 
volumes and an assessment of operating conditions under near-term conditions with the 
addition of project-generated traffic.  Potential impacts of the proposed project on near-
term traffic operating conditions were identified. 

 

• Cumulative (2020) Base Conditions – Future conditions without the implementation of 
the Master Plan were developed for the Year 2020.  The objective of this analysis was to 
project future traffic growth and operating conditions that could be expected to result from 
regional growth and related projects in the vicinity of the project site under Master Plan 
buildout (2020) conditions. 

 

• Cumulative (2020) plus Project Conditions – This scenario provided projected traffic 
volumes under Master Plan buildout conditions and an assessment of operating conditions 
with the addition of project-generated traffic.  Potential impacts of the proposed project on 
future traffic operating conditions and mitigation measures were identified. 

 

  
This study also analyzed potential project impacts on the Congestion Management Program 

(CMP) intersections and freeway segments in accordance with requirements of 2004 

Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County (Los Angeles County Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority, 2004). 
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ORGANIZATION OF REPORT 

 

This report is divided into six chapters, including this introductory chapter.  Chapter II describes 

the existing circulation system and traffic conditions in the study area.  Chapter III describes the 

methodologies used to forecast near-term traffic volumes and analyzes traffic impacts under 

near-term conditions.  Chapter IV presents an assessment of potential traffic impacts under 

Master Plan buildout conditions with the anticipated traffic generated by campus growth.  

Chapter V contains the results of the CMP regional transportation system impact analysis for 

the project.  Chapter VI discussed parking and internal circulation on campus under Master Plan 

buildout conditions.  Appendices to this report include details of the technical analysis.  

Diagrams of the existing lane configurations at each of the study intersections are provided in 

Appendix A.  Appendices B and C will be provided in the final draft of this report. 
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II.   EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 

 

 

A comprehensive data collection effort was undertaken to develop a detailed description of 

existing conditions in the vicinity of CSU Long Beach.  The assessment of conditions relevant to 

this study includes an inventory of the street system, traffic volumes on these facilities, and 

operating conditions at key intersections. 

 

 

EXISTING STREET SYSTEM 

 

CSU Long Beach is bordered by Atherton Street to the north, Palo Verde Avenue to the east, 7th 

Street to the south and Bellflower Boulevard to the west.  Regional access to CSU Long Beach 

is provided by I-405 with full access interchanges at Bellflower Boulevard and Palo Verde 

Avenue and by SR-22 with access provided at Studebaker Road.  The roadway system in the 

vicinity of CSU Long Beach is described below: 

 

• Bellflower Boulevard – Bellflower Boulevard is a north-south arterial providing access to I-
405 to the north and the Pacific Coast Highway to the south.  Bellflower Boulevard has six 
travel lanes with limited on-street parking near CSU Long Beach.   

 

• Palo Verde Avenue – Palo Verde Avenue is a north-south arterial providing access to I-
405 to the north.  It provides four travel lanes with on-street parking near the University.  
South of Atherton Street, Palo Verde provides access to CSU Long Beach parking 
structure #2, which has approximately 1,300 parking spaces in the north campus. 

 

• Studebaker Road – Studebaker Road is a north-south arterial providing access to I-405 to 
the north with a partial interchange serving vehicles traveling to/from the north on I-405 
and providing access to SR-22 to the south.  Studebaker Road has four travel lanes in the 
vicinity of CSU Long Beach with limited on-street parking.   

 

• Atherton Street – Atherton Street is an east-west roadway and serves as the University’s 
northern border providing access to the north campus.  Atherton Street has four travel 
lanes with limited on-street parking near CSU Long Beach. 

 

• 7th Street – 7th Street is an east-west roadway and serves as the University’s southern 
border, providing access to the south campus.  7th Street has six travel lanes with no on-
street parking.  East of CSU Long Beach, 7th Street becomes SR-22 and provides regional 
access to the east and I-405. 
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• Merriam Way – Merriam Way is a north-south roadway providing internal access within 
CSU Long Beach.  Between Atherton Street and Parking Structure #1, Merriam Way has 
four lanes and then narrows to two lanes south of the parking structure.  North of Atherton 
Street, Merriam Way becomes Fanwood Avenue and provides access to the residential 
neighborhood north of the University. 

 

• Earl Warren Drive – Earl Warren Drive is a two- to four-lane north-south roadway providing 
internal access within CSU Long Beach and to the surface parking lots in the north 
campus. 

 

• Beach Drive – Beach Drive is a four-lane east-west roadway providing internal access 
within CSU Long Beach.  A primary campus gateway is at the Beach Drive and Bellflower 
Boulevard intersection at the western edge of campus.  Beach Drive curves to the south 
and becomes West Campus Road.   

 

• West Campus Road – West Campus Road is a two-lane north-south roadway providing 
internal access within CSU Long Beach.  A primary campus gateway is at the West 
Campus Drive and 7th Street intersection at the southern edge of campus.   

 

• East Campus Road – East Campus Road is a two-lane north-south roadway providing 
internal access within CSU Long Beach.  East Campus Road is restricted to campus 
vehicles north of the surface parking lot adjacent to 7th Street. 

 

• State University Drive – State University Drive is a two-lane east-west roadway providing 
access to the pick-up/drop-off area west of Palo Verde Avenue.  East of Palo Verde 
Avenue, State University Drive becomes Anaheim Road, which provides access to 
Studebaker Road and areas further east. 

 

Table 1 provides a description of each of these facilities and summarizes the physical 

characteristics of key streets in the study area.  Diagrams of the existing lane configurations at 

each of the study intersections are provided in Appendix A.   

 

 

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 

 

This section presents the existing intersection peak hour traffic volumes, a description of the 

methodology used to analyze the intersection traffic operations, and the resulting level of 

service (LOS) at each of the study intersections.   



MEDIAN SPEED ROAD

NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB TYPE NB/EB SB/WB LIMIT NB/EB SB/WB TYPE

Bellflower Bl Wardlow Spring 2 2 y y RM NP 2-6 A NP 2-6 A 40 4A-8A Th 4A-8A F

Spring 29th St 3 3 y y RM NP 2-6 A NP 2-6 A 40 4A-8A Th 4A-8A F

29th St Los Coyotes Diag 3 3 y y RM NSAT NSAT 40

Los Coyotes Diag 23rd St 3 3 y y RM NSAT NSAT 35

23rd St Stearns St 3 3 y n RM NSAT NSAT 35

Stearns St Britton Dr/Abbeyfield St 3 3 y y RM 2 Hr 9A-6P, NP 2-6A 2 Hr 9A-6P, NP 2-6A 35

Britton Dr/Abbeyfield St Garford St 3 3 n y RM NP 2-6 A NP 2-6 A 35

Garford St Atherton St 3 3 n n RM NSAT NSAT 35

Atherton St Beach Dr 3 3 n n DY NSAT NSAT 40

Beach Dr Anaheim Rd 3 3 n n DY PA NSAT 40 4-8A F

Anaheim Rd 7th St 3 3 n n DY PA PA 40 10A-12P F 10A-12P Th

7th St Pacific Coast Hwy 3 3 n n RM NSAT NSAT 40

Pacific Coast Hwy Colorado St 3 3 n n RM PA PA 35 4A-8A F 4A-8A Th

Colorado St 1st St 2 2 n n RM NSAT NSAT 35

Pacific Coast Hwy 1st St Studebaker Rd 2 2 y y DY NSAT NSAT

Studebaker Rd 2nd St 3 2 n n DY NSAT NSAT 50

2nd St bridge 2 3 n n DY NSAT NSAT 50

bridge Loynes Dr 2 3 n n 2LT NSAT NSAT 50

Loynes Dr Channel Dr 3 3 n n DY NSAT NSAT 50

Channel Dr 7th St 3 3 n n RM NSAT NSAT 45

7th St Anaheim St 2 2 n n 2LT NSAT NSAT 45 4A-8A Th 7A-8A F

Anaheim St Clark Av 3 3 n n RM NSAT NSAT 45

Clark Av Ximeno 2 2 n n DY PA PA 45 4-8A F 4A-8A Th

Ximeno Traffic Circle 2 2 n n DY PA NSAT 35

Los Coyotes Diag Traffic Circle Clark Av/Stearns St 3 3 n n RM NSAT NSAT 40

Clark Av/Stearns St Willow St 3 3 n n RM NSAT NSAT 40

Willow St Deborah St 2 2 n n 2LT PA PA 40

Deborah St Spring St 2 2 n n DY PA PA 40

Studebaker Rd Spring St Stearns St 2 2 y y RM PA PA 40 4A-8A F 4A-8A Th

Stearns St Anaheim Rd 2 2 y y RM NSAT NSAT 40

Anaheim Rd past 9th St 2 2 2LT PA PA 45

past 9th St  2 2 DY NSAT NSAT 45

7th St Studebaker Rd E Campus Dr 3 3 n n RM NSAT NSAT 45

E Campus Dr W Campus Dr 3 3 n n DY NSAT NSAT 40

W Campus Dr Pacific Coast Hwy 3 3 y y DY NSAT NSAT 40

Pacific Coast Hwy Santiago Av 3 2 n n DY NSAT NSAT 40

Santiago Av Park Av 2 2 n n DY NSAT NSAT 40

Clark Av Pacific Coast Hwy Atherton St 2 2 2LT NSAT NSAT 35

Atherton St Stearns St 2 2 DY NP 2-6 A* NSAT 35 8A-12P Th

Stearns St Clark Av Bellflower Bl 2 2 DY PA PA 35 4A-8A Th 4A-8A F

Bellflower Bl mall driveway 2 2 RM NSAT NSAT 35

mall driveway San Vicente Av 2 2 2LT NSAT NSAT 35

San Vicente Av Palo Verde Av 2 2 DY NSAT NSAT 35

Palo Verde Av 405 Fwy 2 2 2LT PA PA 35

405 Fwy Studebaker Rd 1 1 2LT PA PA 35 4A-8A Th 4A-8A F

Atherton St Studebaker Rd Carfax Av 2 2 RM PA NSAT 40

Carfax Av McNab Av 2 2 RM NSAT NSAT 40

McNab Av Merriam Wy 2 2 RM PA PA 40 4A-8A F 4A-8A F

Merriam Wy Lave Av 2 2 RM NSAT 30 min. PA 40

Lave Av Bellflower Bl 2 2 RM PA PA 40 4A-8A F

Bellflower Bl Outer Circle 2 2 2LT PA PA 40 4A-8A F

Merriam Wy Atherton St parking structure exit 2 2 RM RZ RZ 25

parking structure exit past bridge 1 1 DY RZ RZ 25

past bridge Beach Dr 1 1 DY RZ RZ 20

[L] Beach [SU] Dr Bellflower Bl Merriam Wy 2 2 DY RZ RZ 25

Merriam Wy W Campus Rd 2 2 DY RZ RZ 15

W Campus Rd Beach Dr 7th St 1 1 DY RZ RZ 20

Earl Warren Dr Beach Dr past final NB curve 2 2 RM RZ RZ 25

past final NB curve Atherton St 1 2 DY NSAT NSAT 25

Fanwood Av Atherton St several blocks north 1 1 UD 2 Hr 9A-9P* 2 Hr 9A-9P* 12P-4P Th 12P-4P F

Palo Verde Av Anaheim St Atherton St 2 2 y y 2LT PA PA 35 4A-7A F 4A-7A F

Atherton St Stearns St 2 2 y y 2LT PA PA 35 4A-8A Th 4A-8A F

Stearns St Woodruff Av 2 2 y y RM PA PA 35 4A-8A Th 4A-8A F

Woodruff Av Willow St 2 2 y y DY NSAT PA 35 4A-8A Th 4A-8A F

Notes:

MEDIAN TYPE: DY = Double Yellow Centerline PARKING: PA = Parking Allowed

SDY = Single Dashed Yellow Centerline NSAT = No Stopping Anytime

2LT = Dual Left Turn Centerline GZ = Green zone - Passenger loading and unloading

RM = Raised Median RZ = Red zone - No parking allowed

UD  = Undivided Lane LANES: # = Number of lanes

ROAD TYPE: H = Major Highway Class II

S = Secondary

C = Collector

* - Except with District Permit;  I didn't notice these signs until the first time it's listed above, but it's possible that everywhere it said NS 2A-6A had a district permit exception

TABLE 1

EXISTING SURFACE STREET CHARACTERISTICS

SEGMENT FROM TO
LANE BIKE LANE PARKING RESTRICTIONS STREET SWEEPING
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Existing Intersection Traffic Volumes 

 

Weekday morning (7:00 – 9:00 a.m.) and afternoon (4:00 – 6:00 p.m.) peak travel period 

intersection turning movement counts were conducted at the majority of the study intersections 

on March 20-21, 2007.  Existing traffic counts for the Studebaker Road & SR-22 ramp 

intersections and for the Palo Verde Avenue & Anaheim Road intersection were provided by the 

City of Long Beach. 

 

For the operations analysis, the peak one-hour time period for the morning and afternoon was 

determined by identifying the four consecutive 15-minute periods with the highest traffic 

volumes.  Figure 2 illustrates the existing traffic volumes for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  

 

 

Level of Service Methodology 

 

LOS is a qualitative measure used to describe the condition of traffic flow, ranging from 

excellent conditions at LOS A to overloaded conditions at LOS F.  LOS D is typically recognized 

as the satisfactory LOS in urban areas.  A description of the operating conditions under each 

LOS is included in Table 2 for signalized intersections and in Table 3 for stop-controlled 

intersections. 

 

The “Intersection Capacity Utilization” method of intersection capacity analysis was used to 

determine the intersection volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio and corresponding LOS for the 23 

signalized study intersections. 

 

At the remaining six study intersections, which are stop-controlled, the average vehicular delay 

was determined using the “Stop Control” method contained in Highway Capacity Manual, 

Special Report 209 (Transportation Research Board, 2000).  For all-way-stop-controlled 

intersections, the average delay for all vehicles traveling through the intersection is used to 

determine the LOS.  For side-street stop-controlled intersections, the methodology calculates 

the average vehicle delay for each individual movement and the LOS is based on the reported 

worst-case movement at the intersection.  For this study, both the worst-case and average LOS 

are reported for side-street stop-controlled intersections.   



TABLE 2

LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

A 0.000 - 0.600 EXCELLENT.  No vehicle waits longer than one red

light and no approach phase is fully used.

B >0.600 - 0.700 VERY GOOD.  An occasional approach phase is 

fully utilized; many drivers begin to feel somewhat

what restricted within groups of vehicles.

C >0.700 - 0.800 GOOD.  Occasionally drivers may have to wait 

through more than one red light;  backups may

develop behind turning vehicles.

D >0.800 - 0.900 FAIR.  Delays may be substantial during portions 

of the rush hours, but enough lower volume periods

occur to permit clearing of developing lines, 

preventing excessive backups.

E >0.900 - 1.000 POOR.  Represents the most vehicles intersection 

approaches can accommodate; may be long lines

of waiting vehicles through several signal cycles.

F > 1.000 FAILURE.  Backups from nearby locations or on 

cross streets may restrict or prevent movement of 

vehicles out of the intersection approaches.  

Tremendous delays with continuously increasing

queue lengths

Source:  Transportation Research Circular No. 212, Interim Materials on Highway Capacity,

Transportation Research Board, 1980.

Level of Service Definition
Volume/Capacity 

Ratio



TABLE 3

LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR 

STOP-CONTROLLED INTERSECTIONS

A < 10.0

B > 10.0 and < 15.0

C > 15.0 and < 25.0

D > 25.0 and < 35.0

E > 35.0 and < 50.0

F > 50.0

Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209,

Transportation Research Board, 2000.

Level of Service
Average Total Delay 

(seconds/vehicle)
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Existing Levels of Service 

 

The traffic volumes presented in Figure 2 were analyzed using the methodologies described 

above to determine the current operating conditions at the study intersections.  At signalized 

intersections, the calculation is expressed in a V/C ratio for critical movements where the 

volumes at the intersection are compared to the actual capacity of the intersection.  At 

unsignalized intersections, the calculation is expressed in delay in terms of seconds per vehicle 

for the worst-case movement and for the intersection as a whole.   

 

Table 4 summarizes the existing a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic operations at each of the study 

intersections.  Most of the study intersections operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better) 

during both of the peak hours except for the following intersections: 

 

• Bellflower Boulevard & 7th Street – LOS E during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 
 

• Pacific Coast Highway & 7th Street - LOS E during the a.m. peak hour and LOS F during 
the p.m. peak hour 

 
• Pacific Coast Highway & 2nd Street – LOS E during the a.m. peak hour and LOS F during 

the p.m. peak hour 
 

 

EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE 

 

Long Beach Transit provides citywide transit service in the vicinity of CSU Long Beach and 

within the campus along Beach Drive and West Campus Drive.  Long Beach Transit routes 

serving the campus are: 

 

• Route 81 – Route 81 runs in the east-west direction along 10th Street and 7th Street from 
downtown Long Beach to CSU Long Beach at 30-minute headways during peak hours. 

 

• Routes 91, 92, 93, and 94 – Routes 91, 92, 93, and 94 run along 7th Street in the east-
west direction and along Bellflower Boulevard in the north-south direction.  These routes 
provide service from downtown Long Beach to Alondra Boulevard at 12-minute 
headways during peak hours. 

 

• Routes 172, 173, and 174 – Routes 172, 173, and 174 run along the Pacific Coast 
Highway and Stearns Street in the east-west direction and along Palo Verde Avenue 
and Studebaker Road in the north-south direction.  These routes provide service from 
downtown Long Beach to Norwalk Station at 30-minute headways during peak hours. 
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INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

EXISTING (YEAR 2007) CONDITIONS

1. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 27 D

Anaheim Road P.M. 17 C

2. I-405 SB Off-Ramp & A.M. 0.653 B

Los Coyotes Diagonal P.M. 0.653 B

3. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.528 A

I-405 NB Ramps P.M. 0.547 A

4. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.716 C

Stearns Street P.M. 0.813 D

5. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.790 C

Atherton Street P.M. 0.784 C

6. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.525 A

Beach Drive P.M. 0.581 A

7. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.920 E

7th Street P.M. 0.975 E

8. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.618 B

Pacific Coast Highway P.M. 0.704 C

9. Pacific Coast Highway & A.M. 0.976 E

7th Street P.M. 1.003 F

10. West Campus Road & A.M. 0.822 D

7th Street P.M. 0.826 D

11. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 1 (22.4) A (C)

Parking Structure [a] P.M. 1 (27.8) A (D)

12. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.406 A

Rendina Street P.M. 0.478 A

13. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.678 B

Atherton Street P.M. 0.801 D

14. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.758 C

Stearns Street P.M. 0.753 C

15. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.849 D

Woodruff Avenue P.M. 0.735 C

TABLE 4

Intersections
Peak 

Hour

V/C or Average 

(Worst) Delay
LOS



INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

EXISTING (YEAR 2007) CONDITIONS

TABLE 4

Intersections
Peak 

Hour

V/C or Average 

(Worst) Delay
LOS

16. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.607 B

I-405 NB Off-Ramp P.M. 0.636 B

17. Merriam Way/Fanwood Drive & A.M. 0.761 C

Atherton Street P.M. 0.741 C

18. Earl Warren Drive & A.M. 1 (13.3) A (B)

Atherton Street [a] P.M. 1 (12.3) A (B)

19. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.701 C

SR-22 WB Ramps P.M. 0.820 C

20. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.595 A

Atherton Street P.M. 0.643 B

21. Studebaker Road & A.M. 5 (72.6) A (F)

I-405 SB Off-Ramp [a] P.M. 3 (57.6) A (F)

22. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.560 A

I-405 NB On-Ramp P.M. 0.482 A

23. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.753 B

Anaheim Road P.M. 0.676 A

24. Earl Warren Dr & A.M. 3 (28.1) A (D)

Beach Drive [a] P.M. 4 (18.3) A (C)

25. Merriam Way & A.M. 10 B 

Beach Drive [a] P.M. 12 B 

26. East Campus Road & A.M. 0.782 C

7th Street P.M. 0.860 D

27. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.786 C

Los Coyotes Diagonal P.M. 0.853 D

28. Pacific Coast Highway & A.M. 0.927 E

2nd Street P.M. 1.029 F

29. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.692 A

SR-22 EB Ramps P.M. 0.747 B

Notes:

[a] Intersection is controlled by stop signs.  The top rows show analysis using Highway Capacity 

Manual  stop-controlled methodology, for the purpose of evaluating the operating condition of 

the intersection.  Average (worst case) intersection vehicular delay in seconds per vehicle is 

reported rather than V/C ratio.
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• Passport D - Passport D runs mostly along Ocean Boulevard in the east-west direction. 
The route provides service from Catalina Landing in the west to CSU Long Beach and to 
Los Altos Market Center at 30-minute headways during peak hours. 

 

CSU Long Beach provides shuttle service within campus with the Campus Connection.  This 

shuttle service promotes alternative transportation within the campus and alleviates the need for 

students, faculty, or staff to drive within campus once they arrive and park their vehicle.  The 

Campus Connection provides three shuttle routes to serve the major parking facilities and 

campus perimeter.  The three shuttle routes are:   

 

• Off-Campus West Shuttle – The Off-Campus West Shuttle provides service from the 
south campus to the north campus along the western campus roadways.  The route 
begins at the 7th Street pick-up/drop-off area, continues north along West Campus Drive 
and west along Beach Drive, and then continues into the north campus on Earl Warren 
Drive, Merriam Way, and Atherton Street.  Two shuttles are provided along this route 
with operation from 7:00 a.m. to midnight Monday through Thursday and from 7:00 a.m. 
to 5:00 p.m. on Fridays.  The Off-Campus West Express also provides service between 
7:30 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. Monday through Thursday. 

 

• East Campus Shuttle – The East Campus Shuttle provides service from the south 
campus to the north campus along the eastern campus roadways.  The route begins at 
the 7th Street pick-up/drop-off area, continues north along East Campus Drive and east 
along State University Drive, and then continues into the north campus on Palo Verde 
Avenue, Atherton Street, and Merriam Way.  Two shuttles are provided along this route 
with operation from 7:00 a.m. to midnight Monday through Thursday and 7:00 a.m. to 
5:00 p.m. on Fridays.    

 

• On-Campus Tripper – The On-Campus Tripper provides a complete loop around the 
campus.  The route begins at the 7th Street pick-up/drop-off area, continues north along 
West Campus Drive and west along Beach Drive, and then continues into the north 
campus on Earl Warren Drive, and uses existing surface lots and internal roadways to 
travel east to Palo Verde.  The route then continues south on Palo Verde to State 
University Drive and then south on East Campus Drive.  One shuttle is provided along 
this route with operation from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Thursday and 7:00 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Fridays.      
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III.   NEAR-TERM TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

 

 

 

To evaluate the potential impact of CSU Long Beach growth under near-term conditions, traffic 

forecasts were developed to reflect Year 2012-13 conditions both with and without the proposed 

campus growth.  Future traffic volumes without the project were first estimated, representing the 

near-term base conditions.  The traffic generated by the proposed near-term growth was then 

estimated and separately assigned to the surrounding street system.  The sum of the near-term 

base and project-generated traffic represents near-term plus project conditions. 

 

 

NEAR-TERM BASE TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS 

 

The near-term base traffic projections reflect growth in traffic from two primary sources:  

background or ambient growth in the existing traffic volumes to reflect the effects of overall 

regional growth both in and outside of the study area, and traffic generated by specific projects 

located within, or in the vicinity of, the study area.  These factors are described below. 

 

 

Areawide Traffic Growth 

 

The near-term forecasts without the project reflect traffic increases due to general regional 

growth.  Existing traffic volumes are expected to increase at a rate of 0.5% a year due to 

ambient growth based on projections from the Southern California Association of Governments’ 

(SCAG) regional travel demand forecasting model.  Therefore, 2007 traffic volumes were 

increased by 2.5% to reflect regional traffic growth between existing and Year 2012-13 

conditions.  
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Related Project Growth 

 

Near-term traffic forecasts also include the effects of specific projects, called related projects, 

expected to be implemented in the vicinity of CSU Long Beach within the next several years.  

The related projects were obtained from the planning departments of the Cities of Long Beach 

and Signal Hill.  A total of 13 related projects were identified within a two-mile radius of CSU 

Long Beach and are illustrated in Figure 3. 

 

The trip generation of the related projects was estimated based on rates published in Trip 

Generation, 7th Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers [ITE], 2003).  As shown in Table 5, 

the 13 related projects would generate a combined total of approximately 5,300 trips during the 

weekday morning peak hour and approximately 9,200 trips in the weekday evening peak hour.  

These projections are conservative (i.e., representing a worst-case scenario) in that they do not 

account for internalization of trips within the individual project site or non-motorized travel 

modes (transit, walk, etc.). 

 

Based on the related project locations and their expected trip distribution, traffic generated by 

the related projects was assigned to the street network within the study area.  The addition of 

ambient growth (2.5 percent) and related project trips to existing traffic volumes yields “near-

term no project” a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic forecasts at each study intersection.   

 

 

NEAR-TERM PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS  

 

The development of traffic forecasts for the proposed near-term growth under the CSU Long 

Beach Master Plan was based on a three step process involving trip generation estimates, trip 

distribution, and trip assignment. 

 

 

Proposed Near-Term Growth 

 

As described in Chapter I, the CSU Long Beach Master Plan identifies near-term growth 

projections expected to occur by Year 2012-13.  The following campus uses were assumed to 

occur under near-term conditions. 
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TABLE 5

RELATED PROJECTS

ITE Land Trips Daily A.M. Trips P.M. Trips

Use Code Per Trips In Out Total In Out Total

1. 106 Single Family Homes 2080 Obispo Long Beach 268 106 DU 1,014       20        60        80        67        40        107      

2. 175,000 sf commercial center (Home Depot) 400 Studebaker Rd Long Beach 812 175 ksf 5,621       263      161      424      247      238      485      

230 1400 DU 8,204       105      511      616      488      240      728      

310 400 Room 3,268       137      87        224      125      111      236      

412 11 acre 25            4          2          6          2          4          6          

4. 29-unit condominium development 4200 E. Anaheim St. Long Beach 230 29 DU 170          2          11        13        10        5          15        

230 425 DU 2,491       32        155      187      148      73        221      

820 170 ksf 7,300       107      68        175      306      332      638      

6. Ralph’s expansion 6,200 sq. ft. 2930 E. 4th Street Long Beach 850 6.2 ksf 634          12        8          20        33        32        65        

7. 34 attached townhomes 5116 Anaheim Rd. Long Beach 230 34 DU 199          3          12        15        12        6          18        

8. Construction of 13 industrial bldgs @ Douglas park 2855 Lakewood Blvd Long Beach 110 1650 ksf 11,501     1,336   182      1,518   194      1,423   1,617   

820 1100 ksf 47,234     691      442      1,133   1,980   2,145   4,125   

710 550 ksf 6,056       751      102      853      139      681      820      

10. 4,600 sf tenant improvement (GRG management) 1941 Freeman Signal Hill 710 4.6 ksf 51            6          1          7          1          6          7          

11. 4,000 sf tenant improvement wellness center 2652 Gundry Signal Hill 630 4 ksf 145          8          2          10        4          11        15        

12. 54-unit 3-story condos “Pacificwalk” 1801 Orizaba Signal Hill 230 54 DU 316          4          20        24        19        9          28        

13. 81 townhome/condo subdivision on Orizaba near PCH 1835 Orizaba Signal Hill 230 81 DU 475          6          30        36        28        14        42        

Total 94,704     3,487   1,854   5,341   3,803   5,370   9,173   

CityAddressDescription Land Use

Douglas Park Project - 349-lot subdivision, Planned Development 

Ordinance (PD-32), Design Guidelines, Development Agreement, for 

1,400 units, 400-room hotel, 3.3 million sf of commercial/light 

industrial, and 11 acres of parkland 

3855 Lakewood Blvd Long Beach3.

425 units, 170,000 sq. ft. of commercial space 6400 E. Pacific Coast Hwy Long Beach5.

Construction of 13 commercial bldgs @ Douglas park 2856 Lakewood Blvd Long Beach9.
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• 27,479 FTE students (1,039 new FTE students) 

• Liberal Arts Replacement Buildings (no new students) 

• Soccer Complex (no new students) 

• 980 beds for student housing, Phase 1  

• Parking Structure #3 – 1,300 total spaces located on Lot 11 
 

 

Project Traffic Generation 

 

Trip generation estimates for the proposed project were prepared using rates from Trip 

Generation, 7th Edition and from trip generation rates gathered at other universities for on-

campus housing.     

 

The number of new trips generated by growth in FTE students proposed in the CSU Long Beach 

Master Plan was based on ITE trip generation rates.  ITE trip generation rates for universities are 

based on traffic count surveys collected at various universities throughout the country.  The trip 

rates are reported on a “per FTE student” basis; however, they include all student, faculty, staff, 

and visitor trips to/from campus.  The resulting trip generation based on ITE rates was reduced by 

10 percent to reflect enhanced transit ridership on campus.   

 

To account for the proposed on-campus student housing and the reduction in student commuter 

trips, students residing on campus were subtracted from the total number of new FTE students 

proposed under the Master Plan.  Since the ITE trip generation rate also reflects trips by 

faculty/staff and visitors, however, taking a full ITE trip rate reduction for non-commuter students 

would underestimate the number of new trips generated by the proposed Master Plan.  The new 

faculty/staff and visitor trips associated with student enrollment increases would not be included in 

the trip generation.  Therefore, the ITE trip rates were assumed to comprise of 50 percent student 

trips and 50 percent faculty/staff and visitor trips.  Non-commuter students were subtracted from 

the new FTE students based on 50 percent of the ITE trip generation rates.    

 

To estimate the traffic generated by on-campus student housing, trip generation studies 

conducted for UC Santa Barbara, UC Davis, San Jose State University, Stanford, and Cal Poly 

Pomona were reviewed.  ITE rates for typical multi-family housing complexes are not applicable to 

university student housing due to the differences in travel patterns between those residing in a 

typical apartment complex versus those residing on campus.  Students residing on campus drive  
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less frequently during peak hours because they are already on campus and do not have to 

commute to school.  On-campus student housing trips consist of work trips for students that work 

off-campus, shopping trips, visitor trips, and additional service and delivery trips needed to provide 

services to the housing complexes.   

 

The trip rates and resulting daily and peak hour trip generation of the proposed near-term campus 

growth is shown in Table 6.  As shown, the proposed project would generate approximately 3,300 

daily trips, including approximately 165 trips during the a.m. peak hour and 250 trips during the 

p.m. peak hour.  These trips reflect a 10 percent vehicle-trip reduction in commuter students to 

account for enhanced transit services at CSU Long Beach. 

 

The existing trip generation of CSU Long Beach was compared to traffic counts collected at the 

campus gateways to ensure the trip generation rates and methodology applied to determine trip 

generation projections for campus growth were reasonable.  The trip generation rates were found 

to produce traffic forecasts similar to existing campus traffic conditions during both the a.m. and 

p.m. peak hours. 

 

 

Project Traffic Distribution 

 

The distribution of vehicle-trips to/from CSU Long Beach was estimated based on the location of 

student, faculty, and staff residences.  Zip code data was provided by campus staff to determine 

where students, faculty and staff currently reside.  According to the zip code data provided, trips 

were distributed as follows: 

 

• Approximately 35% of project trips would travel to/from the west on local roadways and 
on I-405 

 

• Approximately 5% of project trips would travel to/from the south on local roadways within 
the City 

 

• Approximately 30% of project trips would travel to/from the north on local roadway and 
on I-710 and I-605 

 

• Approximately 30% of project trips would travel to/from the east primarily on SR-22 and 
I-405 



CSU LONG BEACH NEAR-TERM MASTER PLAN TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES

Trip Generation Rates

In Out Trip Rate In Out Trip Rate
CSULB FTE Students University/College FTE Students 2.38 80% 20% 0.21 30% 70% 0.21

Commute Student Reduction University/College FTE Students 1.19 80% 20% 0.11 30% 70% 0.11
CSULB Student Housing Student Beds Beds 2.16 17% 83% 0.06 73% 27% 0.15

Near-Term Project Trips: Trip Generation Estimates for Incremental Increase between Existing and Near-Term Conditions

In Out Total In Out Total
CSULB FTE Students University/College 1,039 2,473 175 44 219 65 154 219

Commute Student Reduction University/College -980 -1,166 -42 -61 -103 -15 -88 -103
CSULB Student Housing Student Beds 980 2,117 10 49 59 107 40 147

10% Transit Reduction for Commuting Students & Faculty/Staff -131 -13 0 -12 -5 -7 -12
Total 3,293 130 32 163 152 99 251

Notes:
[1] Trip rates for FTE students based on Trip Generation, 7th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 2003.

The on-campus student reduction assumes that the ITE trip rates reflect 1/2 trips generated by students and 1/2 trips generated by faculty/staff and visitors.
Trip rates for on-campus student housing based on trip generation studies conducted for UC Santa Barbara, San Jose State University, Stanford, and Cal Poly Pomona.
ITE Trip generation rates are on a "per student" basis, but include all trips to campus such as students, faculty/staff, visitors and on-campus housing.

TABLE 6

Land Use ITE TRIP RATE 
CATEGORY Size 

Daily Trips A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour Land Use TRIP RATE 
CATEGORY [1] Units

Daily Trips A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour
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Using the estimated trip generation and the distribution pattern described above, the traffic 

generated by the proposed project was assigned to the street network within the study area.  

The majority of vehicles traveling to CSU Long Beach were assigned to the proposed parking 

structure (Structure #3) on Palo Verde Avenue south of Atherton Street and to the new student 

housing complex in the northwest quadrant of campus.  The remaining vehicles were assigned 

to existing surface lots and parking structures on campus.  Figure 4 displays the distribution of 

project trips.   

 

 

Project Traffic Assignment 

 

Vehicle trips generated by the project were added to near-term base traffic volumes based on 

the expected distribution of trips to yield “near-term plus project” a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic 

volumes at the study intersections.  Figure 5 displays the “project only” trips generated by the 

proposed near-term campus growth under Year 2012-13 conditions.  

 

 

NEAR-TERM TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS  

 

Figure 6 illustrates the near-term base traffic forecasts for the study intersections during the 

a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  The proposed near-term project traffic volumes (shown in Figure 5) 

were added to the near-term base traffic projections.  The resulting projected traffic volumes of 

the near-term base plus proposed project conditions for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours 

are illustrated in Figure 7. 

 

 

NEAR-TERM TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS  

 
The traffic impact analysis compares the projected LOS at each study intersection under the near-

term base and near-term plus project conditions to determine the incremental increase in the V/C 

ratio caused by the proposed project.  This provides the information needed to assess the 

potential impact of the project using significance criteria established by the City of Long Beach. 
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SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACT CRITERIA 

 

The City of Long Beach has established criteria to determine if a project has a significant traffic 

impact at an intersection.  Under the City standard, a project impact would be considered 

significant if the intersection is operating at a LOS E or F after the addition of project traffic and 

the incremental change in the V/C ratio is 0.02 or greater.  A project would not have a significant 

impact at an intersection if it were operating at LOS D or better after the addition of project 

traffic, regardless of the incremental change caused by the project. 

 

For unsignalized intersections, the City does not specify the increase in delay that constitutes a 

significant impact.  Therefore, for the purpose of this study, the V/C ratio was also calculated for 

unsignalized study intersections to determine if the V/C ratio increased by 0.02 or more under 

LOS E or F conditions resulting in a project impact. 

 

 

NEAR-TERM BASE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

 

The near-term base peak hour traffic volumes were analyzed to determine the projected V/C 

ratio and LOS for each of the study intersections.  Table 7 summarizes near-term traffic 

operations during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  As indicated in Table 7, poor operating 

conditions (LOS E or F) are projected at five of the study intersections during at least one of the 

analyzed peak hours.  The intersections projected to operate at poor LOS under near-term base 

conditions during one or both of the analyzed peak periods include the following: 

 

• Bellflower Boulevard & 7th Street – LOS E during the a.m. peak hour and LOS F during 
the p.m. peak hour 

 
• Pacific Coast Highway & 7th Street – LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 

 
• Studebaker Road & SR-22 Westbound Ramps – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour  

 

• Bellflower Boulevard & Los Coyotes Diagonal – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour 
 

• Pacific Coast Highway & 2nd Street – LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 
 

The remaining study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better during both peak 

periods under near-term base conditions.   
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NEAR-TERM PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

 

The near-term plus project peak hour traffic volumes were used to analyze the projected 

operating conditions with the addition of the proposed near-term campus growth.  The results of 

the near-term plus project analysis, presented in Table 7, indicate that poor operating conditions 

(LOS E or F) are projected at six of the study intersections during at least one of the analyzed 

peak hours.  The intersections projected to operate at poor LOS (LOS E or F) under near-term 

plus project conditions during one or both of the analyzed peak periods include the following: 

 

• Bellflower Boulevard & 7th Street – LOS E during the a.m. peak hour and LOS F during 
the p.m. peak hour 

 
• Pacific Coast Highway & 7th Street – LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 

 
• Studebaker Road & SR-22 Westbound Ramps – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour  

 

• Bellflower Boulevard & Los Coyotes Diagonal – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour 
 

• Pacific Coast Highway & 2nd Street – LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 
 

The remaining study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better during both peak 

periods under near-term base conditions.   

 

 

PROJECT IMPACTS 

 

As shown in Table 7, the increase in the V/C ratio at intersections projected to operate at LOS E 

or F under near-term plus project conditions is less than 0.02.  Therefore, based on the City of 

Long Beach significant impact criteria, impacts would be less than significant under near-term 

(Year 2012-13) conditions. 

  



1. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 30 D 34 D

Anaheim Road P.M. 18 C 19 C

A.M. 0.718 C 0.734 C 0.016 NO

P.M. 0.669 B 0.688 B 0.019 NO

2. I-405 SB Off-Ramp & A.M. 0.675 B 0.681 B 0.006 NO

Los Coyotes Diagonal P.M. 0.674 B 0.681 B 0.007 NO

3. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.555 A 0.559 A 0.004 NO

I-405 NB Ramps P.M. 0.604 B 0.608 B 0.004 NO

4. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.764 C 0.771 C 0.007 NO

Stearns Street P.M. 0.855 D 0.861 D 0.006 NO

5. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.811 D 0.824 D 0.013 NO

Atherton Street P.M. 0.824 D 0.828 D 0.004 NO

6. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.535 A 0.541 A 0.006 NO

Beach Drive P.M. 0.611 B 0.616 B 0.005 NO

7. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.964 E 0.970 E 0.006 NO

7th Street P.M. 1.031 F 1.038 F 0.007 NO

8. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.663 B 0.663 B 0.000 NO

Pacific Coast Highway P.M. 0.780 C 0.782 C 0.002 NO

9. Pacific Coast Highway & A.M. 1.033 F 1.034 F 0.001 NO

7th Street P.M. 1.064 F 1.066 F 0.002 NO

10. West Campus Road & A.M. 0.849 D 0.850 D 0.001 NO

7th Street P.M. 0.858 D 0.859 D 0.001 NO

11. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 1 (23.1) A (C) 1 (23.8) A (C)

Parking Structure [a] P.M. 1 (29.2) A (D) 2 (30.7) A (D)

A.M. 0.363 A 0.368 A 0.005 NO

P.M. 0.388 A 0.394 A 0.006 NO

12. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.413 A 0.422 A 0.009 NO

Rendina Street P.M. 0.486 A 0.504 A 0.018 NO

13. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.770 C 0.791 C 0.021 NO

Atherton Street P.M. 0.824 D 0.835 D 0.011 NO

14. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.776 C 0.790 C 0.014 NO

Stearns Street P.M. 0.774 C 0.783 C 0.009 NO

15. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.867 D 0.888 D 0.021 NO

Woodruff Avenue P.M. 0.751 C 0.775 C 0.024 NO

TABLE 7

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

NEAR-TERM (YEAR 2012-13) CONDITIONS 

WITHOUT PROJECT

Increase in 

V/C

Significant 

Impact

V/C or Average 

(Worst) Delay
LOS

Intersections Peak Hour

WITH PROJECT IMPACT

V/C or Average 

(Worst) Delay
LOS



TABLE 7

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

NEAR-TERM (YEAR 2012-13) CONDITIONS 

WITHOUT PROJECT

Increase in 

V/C

Significant 

Impact

V/C or Average 

(Worst) Delay
LOS

Intersections Peak Hour

WITH PROJECT IMPACT

V/C or Average 

(Worst) Delay
LOS

16. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.619 B 0.634 B 0.015 NO

I-405 NB Off-Ramp P.M. 0.649 B 0.666 B 0.017 NO

17. Merriam Way/Fanwood Drive & A.M. 0.777 C 0.787 C 0.010 NO

Atherton Street P.M. 0.760 C 0.783 C 0.023 NO

18. Earl Warren Drive & A.M. 1 (13.6) A (B) 1 (13.9) A (B)

Atherton Street [a] P.M. 1 (12.6) A (B) 1 (13.0) A (B)

A.M. 0.528 A 0.552 A 0.024 NO

P.M. 0.574 A 0.588 A 0.014 NO

19. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.770 C 0.772 C 0.002 NO

SR-22 WB Ramps P.M. 0.902 E 0.902 E 0.000 NO

20. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.630 B 0.632 B 0.002 NO

Atherton Street P.M. 0.697 B 0.700 B 0.003 NO

21. Studebaker Road & A.M. 7 (120.1) A (F) 7 (123.4) A (F)

I-405 SB Off-Ramp [a] P.M. 4 (96.4) A (F) 4 (99.5) A (F)

A.M. 0.632 B 0.634 B 0.002 NO

P.M. 0.646 B 0.647 B 0.001 NO

22. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.595 A 0.598 A 0.003 NO

I-405 NB On-Ramp P.M. 0.528 A 0.531 A 0.003 NO

23. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.797 C 0.810 D 0.013 NO

Anaheim Road P.M. 0.726 C 0.745 C 0.019 NO

24. Earl Warren Dr & A.M. 4 (29.4) A (D) 4 (30.0) A (D)

Beach Drive [a] P.M. 4 (18.8) A (C) 4 (19.3) A (C)

A.M. 0.392 A 0.396 A 0.004 NO

P.M. 0.488 A 0.495 A 0.007 NO

25. Merriam Way & A.M. 10 A 10 B

Beach Drive [a] P.M. 12 B 12 B

A.M. 0.422 A 0.427 A 0.005 NO

P.M. 0.509 A 0.518 A 0.009 NO

26. East Campus Road & A.M. 0.808 D 0.811 D 0.003 NO

7th Street P.M. 0.893 D 0.896 D 0.003 NO

27. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.822 D 0.827 D 0.005 NO

Los Coyotes Diagonal P.M. 0.918 E 0.925 E 0.007 NO

28. Pacific Coast Highway & A.M. 1.014 F 1.015 F 0.001 NO

2nd Street P.M. 1.160 F 1.161 F 0.001 NO

29. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.761 C 0.761 C 0.000 NO

SR-22 EB Ramps P.M. 0.829 D 0.829 D 0.000 NO

Notes:

[a] Intersection is controlled by stop signs.  The top rows show analysis using Highway Capacity Manual  stop-controlled methodology, 

for the purpose of evaluating the operating condition of the intersection.  Average ( worst case) intersection vehicular delay in 

seconds per vehicle is reported rather than V/C ratio.  The bottom rows show analysis using ICU methodology.  V/C ratio is 

reported.
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IV.   CUMULATIVE (2020) TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

 

 

 

To evaluate the potential traffic impacts with buildout of the CSU Long Beach Master Plan, 

traffic forecasts were developed to reflect Year 2020 conditions both with and without the 

proposed campus growth.  Future traffic volumes without the project were first estimated, 

representing the cumulative base conditions.  The traffic generated by buildout of the Master 

Plan was then estimated and assigned to the surrounding street system.  The sum of the 

cumulative base and project-generated traffic represents cumulative plus project conditions. 

 

 

CUMULATIVE BASE TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS 

 

The cumulative base traffic projections reflect growth in traffic from two primary sources:  

background or ambient growth in the existing traffic volumes to reflect the effects of overall 

regional growth both in and outside of the study area, and traffic generated by specific projects 

located within, or in the vicinity of, the study area.  These factors are described below. 

 

 

Areawide Traffic Growth 

 

The cumulative forecasts without the project reflect traffic increases due to general regional 

growth.  Existing traffic volumes are expected to increase at a rate of 0.5% a year due to 

ambient growth based on projections from the SCAG regional travel demand forecasting model.  

Therefore, 2007 traffic volumes were increased by 6.5% to reflect regional traffic growth 

between existing and Year 2020 conditions. 

 

 

Related Project Growth 

 

Cumulative traffic forecasts also include the effects of specific projects, called related projects, 

expected to be implemented in the vicinity of CSU Long Beach within the next several years.  
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The related projects applied to the cumulative conditions analysis are consistent with those 

discussed under near-term conditions (refer to Table 5 and Figure 3).   

 

Based on the related project locations and their expected trip distribution, traffic generated by 

the related projects was assigned to the street network in the study area.  The addition of 

ambient growth (6.5 percent) and related project trips to existing traffic volumes yields 

“cumulative no project” a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic forecasts at each study intersection.   

 

 

CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS  

 

The development of traffic forecasts with buildout of the CSU Long Beach Master Plan is based 

on a three-step process involving trip generation estimates, trip distribution, and trip assignment 

as described below. 

 

 

Proposed Master Plan Buildout 

 

As described in Chapter I, the CSU Long Beach Master Plan has a horizon year of 2020.  The 

Master Plan proposed the following uses at CSU Long Beach under Year 2020 conditions: 

 

• 31,000 FTE students  

• 980 beds for student housing, Phase 1  

• 1,034 beds for student housing, Phase 2 

• Liberal Arts Replacement Buildings (no new students) 

• Soccer Complex (no new students) 

• Parking Structure #3 – 1,321 total spaces on Lot 11 

• Parking Structure #4 – 1,150 total spaces on Lot 14A 

• Parking Structure #5 – 1,360 total spaces on Lot 7 
   

The traffic impacts associated with Phase 1 student housing (980 beds) and Parking Structure 

#3 were also analyzed under near-term conditions.  To reflect 2020 conditions, traffic generated 

by full buildout of the Master Plan (including near-term projects) was considered in the 

cumulative conditions analysis. 
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The new parking structures proposed under the Master Plan would replace existing surface 

parking lots.  The new parking structures are on Palo Verde Avenue south of Atherton Street 

(Structure #3, existing Lot 11), between Earl Warren Drive and Merriam Way south of Atherton 

Street (Structure #4, existing Lot 14A), and just west of East Campus Drive north of 7th Street 

(Structure #5, existing Lot 7).  Table 8 summarizes the amount of new parking provided with the 

implementation of the CSU Long Beach Master Plan.   

 

 

Project Traffic Generation 

 

Similar to near-term conditions, trip generation estimates for the proposed project were 

prepared using rates from Trip Generation, 7th Edition and from trip generation rates gathered at 

other universities for on-campus housing.  ITE trip generation rates for universities are based on 

traffic count surveys collected at various universities throughout the country.  The trip rates are 

reported on a “per student” basis; however, they include all student, faculty, staff, and visitor trips 

to/from campus.  The number of students residing in on-campus student housing at CSU Long 

Beach were subtracted from the number of FTE students to avoid double counting trips generated 

by the proposed campus growth.    

 

The trip rates and resulting daily and peak hour trip generation of the proposed cumulative 

campus growth is shown in Table 9.  As shown, the proposed project would generate 

approximately 12,000 daily trips, including approximately 790 trips during the a.m. peak hour and 

970 trips during the p.m. peak hours.  These trips reflect a 10 percent vehicle-trip reduction in 

commuter students to account for enhanced transit services at CSU Long Beach. 

 

 

Project Traffic Distribution 

 

The distribution of vehicle-trips to/from CSU Long Beach is consistent with near-term conditions 

as discussed in Chapter III and shown in Figure 4. 

 

Using the estimated trip generation and the distribution patterns shown in Figure 4, the traffic 

generated by the proposed project was assigned to the street network within the study area.  

Vehicles traveling to CSU Long Beach were primarily assigned to the new parking structures on 



Parking Structure Existing Parking Spaces Proposed Parking Spaces Net New Parking Spaces

Total 1,709 3,831 2,122

TABLE 8

CSULB MASTER PLAN

PROPOSED PARKING STRUCTURES

401 1,321 920Structure #3 (Lot 11)

Structure #4 (Lot 14A)

Structure #5 (Lot 7)

53

1,149

1,097

211

1,150

1,360



CSU LONG BEACH BUILDOUT MASTER PLAN TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES
ACADEMIC GROWTH

Trip Generation Rates

In Out Trip Rate In Out Trip Rate
CSULB FTE Students University/College FTE Students 2.38 80% 20% 0.21 30% 70% 0.21

Commute Student Reduction University/College FTE Students 1.19 80% 20% 0.11 30% 70% 0.11
CSULB Student Housing Student Beds Beds 2.16 17% 83% 0.06 73% 27% 0.15

Cumulative Project Trips: Trip Generation Estimates for Incremental Increase between Existing and Master Plan Buildout Conditions

In Out Total In Out Total
CSULB FTE Students University/College 4,560 10,853 766 192 958 287 671 958

Commute Student Reduction University/College -2,014 -2,396 -85 -126 -211 -32 -179 -211
CSULB Student Housing Student Beds 2,014 4,350 21 100 121 220 82 302

10% Transit Reduction for Commuting Students & Faculty/Staff -846 -68 0 -75 -26 -49 -75
Total 11,961 634 166 793 449 525 974

Notes:
[1] Trip rates for FTE students based on Trip Generation, 7th Edition.

The on-campus student reduction assumes that the ITE trip rates reflect 1/2 trips generated by students and 1/2 trips generated by faculty/staff and visitors.
Trip rates for on-campus student housing based on trip generation studies conducted for UC Santa Barbara, San Jose State University, Stanford, and Cal Poly Pomona.
ITE Trip generation rates are on a "per student" basis, but include all trips to campus such as students, faculty/staff, visitors and on-campus housing.

Daily Trips A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour

TABLE 9

Land Use ITE TRIP RATE 
CATEGORY Size 

Daily Trips A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour Land Use TRIP RATE 
CATEGORY [1] Units
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Palo Verde Avenue south of Atherton Street (Structure #3), between Earl Warren Drive and 

Merriam Way south of Atherton Street (Structure #4), and just west of East Campus Drive north 

of 7th Street (Structure #5).  The remaining vehicles were assigned to existing surface lots and 

parking structures on campus.     

 

 

Project Traffic Assignment 

 

Vehicle trips generated by the project were added to cumulative base traffic volumes based on 

the expected distribution of trips to yield “cumulative plus project” a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic 

volumes at the study intersections.  Figure 8 displays the “project only” trips generated by the 

proposed Master Plan under Year 2020 conditions.  

 

 

CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS  

 

Figure 9 illustrates the cumulative base traffic forecasts for the study intersections during the 

a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  The proposed cumulative project traffic volumes (shown in Figure 8) 

were added to the cumulative base traffic projections.  The resulting projected traffic volumes of 

the cumulative base plus Master Plan buildout conditions for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak 

hours are illustrated in Figure 10. 

 

 

CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS  

 
The traffic impact analysis compares the projected LOS at each study intersection under the 

cumulative base and cumulative plus project conditions to determine the incremental increase in 

the V/C ratio caused by the proposed project.  This provides the information needed to assess the 

potential impact of the project using significance criteria established by the City of Long Beach. 

 

The City of Long Beach Capital Improvement Program (Proposed Capital Improvement 

Program Fiscal Year 2008, City of Long Beach, July 1, 2007) was reviewed to determine if 

roadway improvements were planned in the study area.  The City’s Capital Improvement 

Program does not propose any roadway widening or intersection improvements near CSU Long 
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Beach.  Therefore, no roadway improvements were assumed in place and the existing lane 

configurations at the study intersections were applied for the cumulative impact analysis. 

 

 

CUMULATIVE BASE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

 

The cumulative base peak hour traffic volumes were analyzed to determine the projected V/C 

ratio and LOS for each of the study intersections.  Table 10 summarizes cumulative traffic 

operations during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  As indicated in Table 9, poor operating 

conditions (LOS E or F) are projected at seven of the study intersections during at least one of 

the analyzed peak hours.  The intersections projected to operate at poor LOS under cumulative 

year 2020 base conditions during one or both of the analyzed peak periods include the 

following: 

 

• Palo Verde Avenue & Anaheim Road – LOS E during the a.m. peak hour 
 

• Bellflower Boulevard & 7th Street – LOS E during the a.m. peak hour and LOS F during 
the p.m. peak hour 

 
• Pacific Coast Highway & 7th Street – LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 

 
• Studebaker Road & SR-22 Westbound Ramps – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour  

 

• East Campus Road & 7th Street – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour 
 

• Bellflower Boulevard & Los Coyotes Diagonal – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour 
 

• Pacific Coast Highway & 2nd Street – LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 
 

The remaining study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better during both peak 

periods under cumulative base conditions.   

 

 

CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

 

The cumulative plus project peak hour traffic volumes were used to analyze the projected 

operating conditions with the buildout of the CSU Long Beach Master Plan.  The results of the 

cumulative plus project analysis, shown in Table 10, indicate that poor operating conditions (LOS 



1. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 35.000 E 52.000 F

Anaheim Road P.M. 19.000 C 24.000 C

A.M. 0.742 C 0.789 C 0.047 NO

P.M. 0.691 B 0.732 C 0.041 NO

2. I-405 SB Off-Ramp & A.M. 0.697 B 0.727 C NO

Los Coyotes Diagonal P.M. 0.696 B 0.717 C 0.021 NO

3. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.572 A 0.588 A 0.016 NO

I-405 NB Ramps P.M. 0.621 B 0.632 B 0.011 NO

4. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.788 C 0.824 D 0.036 NO

Stearns Street P.M. 0.886 D 0.912 E 0.026 YES

5. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.743 C 0.781 C 0.038 NO

Atherton Street P.M. 0.820 D 0.886 D 0.066 NO

6. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.552 A 0.577 A 0.025 NO

Beach Drive P.M. 0.630 B 0.659 B 0.029 NO

7. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.997 E 1.032 F 0.035 YES

7th Street P.M. 1.066 F 1.099 F 0.033 YES

8. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.683 B 0.686 B 0.003 NO

Pacific Coast Highway P.M. 0.805 D 0.811 D 0.006 NO

9. Pacific Coast Highway & A.M. 1.068 F 1.073 F 0.005 NO

7th Street P.M. 1.100 F 1.108 F 0.008 NO

10. West Campus Road & A.M. 0.877 D 0.909 E 0.032 YES

7th Street P.M. 0.887 D 0.903 E 0.016 NO

11. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 1 (24.4) A (C) 1 (26.5) A (D)

Parking Structure [a] P.M. 2 (31.9) A (D) 2 (35.8) A (E)

A.M. 0.374 A 0.384 A 0.010 NO

P.M. 0.400 A 0.413 A 0.013 NO

12. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.426 A 0.456 A 0.030 NO

Rendina Street P.M. 0.501 A 0.551 A 0.050 NO

13. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.796 C 0.843 D 0.047 NO

Atherton Street P.M. 0.853 D 0.904 E 0.051 YES

14. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.803 D 0.872 D 0.069 NO

Stearns Street P.M. 0.799 C 0.849 D 0.050 NO

15. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.795 C 0.880 D 0.085 NO

Woodruff Avenue P.M. 0.777 C 0.847 D 0.070 NO

TABLE 10

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

CUMULATIVE (YEAR 2020) CONDITIONS 

WITHOUT PROJECT

Increase in 

V/C

Significant 

Impact

V/C or Average 

(Worst) Delay
LOS

Intersections Peak Hour

WITH PROJECT IMPACT

V/C or Average 

(Worst) Delay
LOS



TABLE 10

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

CUMULATIVE (YEAR 2020) CONDITIONS 

WITHOUT PROJECT

Increase in 

V/C

Significant 

Impact

V/C or Average 

(Worst) Delay
LOS

Intersections Peak Hour

WITH PROJECT IMPACT

V/C or Average 

(Worst) Delay
LOS

16. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.640 B 0.710 C 0.070 NO

I-405 NB Off-Ramp P.M. 0.671 B 0.719 C 0.048 NO

17. Merriam Way/Fanwood Drive & A.M. 0.804 D 0.858 D 0.054 NO

Atherton Street P.M. 0.786 C 0.875 D 0.089 NO

18. Earl Warren Drive & A.M. 1(14.0) A (B) 1 (17.0) A (C)

Atherton Street [a] P.M. 1(12.9) A (B) 1 (14.0) A (B)

A.M. 0.545 A 0.621 B 0.076 NO

P.M. 0.593 A 0.646 B 0.053 NO

19. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.794 C 0.802 D 0.008 NO

SR-22 WB Ramps P.M. 0.931 E 0.938 E 0.007 NO

20. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.649 B 0.656 B 0.007 NO

Atherton Street P.M. 0.718 C 0.732 C 0.014 NO

21. Studebaker Road & A.M. 9 (154.0) A (F) 9 (174.1) A (F)

I-405 SB Off-Ramp [a] P.M. 5 (118.8) A (F) 5 (132.9) A (F)

A.M. 0.652 B 0.662 B 0.010 NO

P.M. 0.666 B 0.674 B 0.008 NO

22. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.613 B 0.623 B 0.010 NO

I-405 NB On-Ramp P.M. 0.543 A 0.550 A 0.007 NO

23. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.822 D 0.892 D 0.070 NO

Anaheim Road P.M. 0.750 C 0.819 D 0.069 NO

24. Earl Warren Dr & A.M. 4 (31.9) A (D) 4 (35.8) A (E)

Beach Drive [a] P.M. 4 (19.7) A (C) 5 (22.2) A (C)

A.M. 0.402 A 0.420 A 0.018 NO

P.M. 0.503 A 0.530 A 0.027 NO

25. Merriam Way & A.M. 10.000 B 11.000 B

Beach Drive [a] P.M. 12.000 B 15.000 B

A.M. 0.436 A 0.511 A 0.075 NO

P.M. 0.526 A 0.605 B 0.079 NO

26. East Campus Road & A.M. 0.835 D 0.873 D 0.038 NO

7th Street P.M. 0.923 E 0.944 E 0.021 YES

27. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.849 D 0.877 D 0.028 NO

Los Coyotes Diagonal P.M. 0.948 E 0.967 E 0.019 NO

28. Pacific Coast Highway & A.M. 1.047 F 1.051 F 0.004 NO

2nd Street P.M. 1.200 F 1.203 F 0.003 NO

29. Studebaker Road & A.M. 0.784 C 0.785 C 0.001 NO

SR-22 EB Ramps P.M. 0.855 D 0.860 D 0.005 NO

Notes:

[a] Intersection is controlled by stop signs.  The top rows show analysis using Highway Capacity Manual  stop-controlled methodology, 

for the purpose of evaluating the operating condition of the intersection.  Average ( worst case) intersection vehicular delay
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E or F) are projected at ten of the study intersections during at least one of the analyzed peak 

hours.  The intersections projected to operate at poor LOS (LOS E or F) under cumulative plus 

project conditions during one or both of the analyzed peak periods include the following: 

 

• Palo Verde Avenue & Anaheim Road – LOS F during the a.m. peak hour 

 
• Bellflower Boulevard & Stearns Street – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour 

 
• Bellflower Boulevard & 7th Street – LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 

 
• Pacific Coast Highway & 7th Street – LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 
 

• West Campus Road & 7th Street – LOS E during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 

 
• Palo Verde Avenue & Atherton Street – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour 

 
• Studebaker Road & SR-22 Westbound Ramps – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour  

 

• East Campus Road & 7th Street – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour 
 

• Bellflower Boulevard & Los Coyotes Diagonal – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour 
 

• Pacific Coast Highway & 2nd Street – LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 
 

The remaining study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better during both peak 

periods under cumulative base conditions.   

 

 

PROJECT IMPACTS 

 

As shown in Table 10, the increase in the V/C ratio at intersections projected to operate at LOS 

E or F under cumulative plus project conditions is greater than 0.02 at five study intersections.  

Therefore, based on the City of Long Beach significant impact criteria, these intersections would 

experience a significant impact with buildout of the CSU Long Beach Master Plan under 

cumulative (2020) conditions.  The significantly impacted study intersections are: 

 

• Bellflower & Stearns Street – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour (V/C increase of 0.026) 

 
• Bellflower Boulevard & 7th Street – LOS F during the a.m. peak hour (V/C increase of 

0.035) and LOS F during the p.m. peak hour (V/C increase of 0.033) 
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• West Campus Road & 7th Street – LOS E during the a.m. peak hour (V/C increase of 
0.032) 

 
• Palo Verde & Atherton Street – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour (V/C increase of 0.051) 

 

• East Campus Road & 7th Street – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour (V/C increase of 
0.021) 

 

 

PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

Mitigation measures were developed to alleviate the traffic impacts of buildout of the Master 

Plan under cumulative (Year 2020) conditions.  Potential mitigation measures for impacted 

study intersections are presented below.  Table 11 summarizes the resulting traffic operations 

under cumulative conditions with implementation of the identified mitigation measures.   

 

• Bellflower Boulevard & Stearns Street – This intersection is projected to operate at LOS 
D during the p.m. peak hour under cumulative base conditions with buildout of the CSU 
Long Beach Master Plan and would degrade to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour (V/C 
increase of 0.026).  Therefore, this intersection would be significantly impacted under 
cumulative conditions.   
 
To mitigate the project impact, an additional left-turn lane could be provided on 
westbound Sterns Street to serve vehicles traveling from westbound Stearns Street to 
southbound Bellflower Boulevard.  As shown in Table 10, the intersection would operate 
at LOS D during the p.m. peak hour with the implementation of this mitigation measure. 
 
According to field observations, limited right-of-way is available at the Bellflower 
Boulevard & Stearns Street intersection because of adjacent development.  Therefore, 
providing an additional left-turn lane on westbound Stearns Street is likely not feasible.  
Consequently, this impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable.   

 

• Bellflower Boulevard & 7th Street – This intersection is projected to operate at LOS E 
during the a.m. peak hour and LOS F during the p.m. peak hour under cumulative base 
conditions.  With buildout of the CSU Long Beach Master Plan, the intersection would 
degrade to LOS F conditions during the a.m. peak hour (V/C increase of 0.035) and 
would continue to operate at LOS F during the p.m. peak hour (V/C increase of 0.033).  
Therefore, this intersection would be significantly impacted under cumulative 
conditions.  
 
To mitigate the project impact, an additional left-turn lane could be provided on 
eastbound 7th Street to serve vehicles traveling from eastbound 7th Street to northbound 
Bellflower Boulevard.  As shown in Table 10, the intersection would operate at LOS E 
during the a.m. peak hour and LOS F during the p.m. peak hour (V/C increase of less 
than 0.02 during both peak hours) with the implementation of this mitigation measure. 



4. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.788 C 0.824 D 0.036 NO -- -- -- --

Stearns Street P.M. 0.886 D 0.912 E 0.026 YES 0.860 D -0.026 NO

7. Bellflower Boulevard & A.M. 0.997 E 1.032 F 0.035 YES 0.919 E -0.078 NO

7th Street P.M. 1.066 F 1.099 F 0.033 YES 1.001 F -0.065 NO

10. West Campus Road & A.M. 0.877 D 0.909 E 0.032 YES 0.796 C -0.081 NO

7th Street P.M. 0.887 D 0.903 E 0.016 NO -- -- -- --

13. Palo Verde Avenue & A.M. 0.796 C 0.843 D 0.047 NO -- -- -- --

Atherton Street P.M. 0.853 D 0.904 E 0.051 YES 0.896 D 0.043 NO

26. East Campus Road & A.M. 0.835 D 0.873 D 0.038 NO -- -- -- --

7th Street P.M. 0.923 E 0.944 E 0.021 YES 0.938 E 0.015 NO

TABLE 11

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

CUMULATIVE (YEAR 2020) CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION 

Peak Hour

WITH PROJECT IMPACT

V/C or Average 

(Worst) Delay
LOS

WITH PROJECT 

WITH MITIGATION
V/C or 

Average 

(Worst) 

WITHOUT PROJECT

Increase in 

V/C

Significant 

Impact

V/C or Average 
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According to field observations, limited right-of-way is available at the Bellflower & 7th 
Street intersection due to adjacent development.  Therefore, providing an additional left-
turn lane on eastbound 7th Street is likely not feasible.  Consequently, this impact is 
considered to be significant and unavoidable.   

 

• West Campus Road & 7th Street – This intersection is projected to operate at LOS D 
during the a.m. peak hour under cumulative base conditions with buildout of the CSU 
Long Beach Master Plan and would degrade to LOS E during the a.m. peak hour (V/C 
increase of 0.032).  Therefore, this intersection would be significantly impacted under 
cumulative conditions.   

 
To mitigate the project impact, an exclusive right-turn lane could be provided on 
westbound 7th Street to serve vehicles traveling from westbound 7th Street to northbound 
West Campus Road.  As shown in Table 10, the intersection would operate at LOS C 
with the implementation of this mitigation measure. 
 
Widening 7th Street to provide the right-turn lane at the West Campus Road intersection 
could be accommodated by widening the roadway to the north within the CSU Long 
Beach campus right-of-way.  This would require realigning the sidewalk on the north side 
of 7th Street and would eliminate a portion of landscaping on the southern edge of 
campus.  Since this improvement could be constructed within CSU Long Beach right-of-
way, the implementation of the recommended mitigation measure is considered feasible 
and would result in a less-than-significant impact.   
 

• Palo Verde Avenue & Atherton Street – This intersection is projected to operate at LOS 
D during the p.m. peak hour under cumulative base conditions with buildout of the CSU 
Long Beach Master Plan and would degrade to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour (V/C 
increase of 0.051).  Therefore, this intersection would be significantly impacted under 
cumulative conditions.   
 
To mitigate the project impact, the existing shared left-turn/through lane on eastbound 
Atherton Street could be converted to a separate left-turn lane and through lane.  The 
resulting lane configurations on eastbound Atherton Street would be dual left-turn lanes, 
two through lanes and an exclusive right-turn lane, which would provide additional 
capacity for vehicles traveling from eastbound Atherton Street to northbound Palo Verde 
Avenue and for vehicles continuing eastbound on Atherton Street through the 
intersection.  As shown in Table 10, the intersection would operate at LOS D with the 
implementation of this mitigation measure. 
 
Providing the recommended lane configurations on eastbound Atherton Street could be 
accommodated by restriping the roadway.  According to field observations, the roadway 
could be restriped to contain dual left-turn lanes (10.5-foot lanes), two through lanes (12-
foot lanes), and a right-turn lane (12.5-foot lane) within the 57.5-foot roadway width.  
Since this improvement could be constructed within the existing roadway width, the 
implementation of the recommended mitigation measure is considered feasible and 
would result in a less-than-significant impact.  
  



 56 

 

• East Campus Road & 7th Street – This intersection is projected to operate at LOS E 
during the p.m. peak hour under cumulative base conditions with buildout of the CSU 
Long Beach Master Plan and would continue to operate at LOS E during the p.m. peak 
hour with an increase in V/C of greater than 0.02 (V/C increase of 0.021).  Therefore, 
this intersection would be significantly impacted under cumulative conditions.   
 
To mitigate the project impact, the southbound right-turn/through lane on East Campus 
Road could be converted to a shared left/through/right-turn lane.  The resulting lane 
configurations on southbound East Campus Road would be a left-turn lane and a shared 
left/through/right-turn lane.  As shown in Table 10, the intersection would operate at LOS 
E with the implementation of this mitigation measure (V/C increase of less than 0.02). 
 
Providing the recommended lane configurations on southbound East Campus Road 
could be accommodated by restriping the roadway and would not require widening.  
Since this improvement could be constructed within the existing roadway width, the 
implementation of the recommended mitigation measure is considered feasible and 
would result in a less-than-significant impact.  
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V. CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM ANALYSIS 

 

 

 

Several analyses were conducted to comply with the Los Angeles County CMP requirements.  

The first section of this chapter presents a regional analysis to quantify potential impacts of the 

proposed project on the regional freeway system serving the project area including CMP freeway 

monitoring locations and CMP intersection monitoring stations in the Los Angeles Country CMP 

road network.  The second section includes a transit analysis that quantifies the estimated transit 

demand and potential impacts of the proposed project on the regional transit system.   

 

 

CMP SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACT CRITERIA 

 

The CMP guidelines indicate that if a proposed development project would add 150 or more trips 

in either direction to the mainline freeway monitoring location during either the morning or evening 

peak hour, then a CMP freeway analysis must be conducted.  If a proposed project would add 50 

or more peak hour trips (of adjacent street traffic) to a CMP arterial intersection, then a CMP 

arterial intersection analysis must be conducted. 

 

For the purposes of a CMP traffic impact analysis, a project impact is considered to be significant 

if the proposed project increases traffic demand on a CMP facility by 2% of capacity (V/C > 0.02), 

causing or worsening LOS F (V/C > 1.00).  Under these criteria, a project would not be considered 

to have a regionally significant impact if the analyzed facility is operating at LOS E or better after 

the addition of project traffic, regardless of the increase in V/C ratio caused by the project.  If the 

facility is operating at LOS F with project traffic and the incremental change in the V/C ratio 

caused by the project is 0.02 or greater, however, the project would be considered to have a 

significant impact. 
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2020 MASTER PLAN BUILDOUT CMP ARTERIAL INTERSECTION ANALYSIS 

 

Three CMP arterial monitoring stations are within approximately two miles of the proposed 

project site: 

 

1. Pacific Coast Highway & East 7th Street 

2. Pacific Coast Highway & Ximeno Avenue 

3. Pacific Coast Highway & Westminster Avenue 

 

Pacific Coast Highway & East 7th Street and Pacific Coast Highway & Westminster Avenue are 

directly to the south and Pacific Coast Highway & Ximeno Avenue is west of the project site.  Of 

793 a.m. peak hour and 974 p.m. peak hour project trips generated by the 2020 Master Plan 

buildout, more than 50 would be traversing through the monitoring station at Pacific Coast 

Highway & East 7th Street.  The proposed project is not expected to add enough new traffic to 

exceed the arterial analysis criteria of 50 vehicle trips at the other two locations.  Therefore, 

CMP arterial analysis is only required at Pacific Coast Highway & East 7th Street. 

 

The CMP arterial monitoring intersection identified for analysis was analyzed using the ICU 

analysis method in accordance with CMP Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) requirements and the 

projected Year 2020 with ambient growth background traffic volumes developed in Chapter III.  

LOS definitions for the ICU method are presented in Table 2 and the results of the analysis are 

presented in Table 12. 

 

As shown in Table 12, the proposed project would not create a significant regional impact at the 

analyzed CMP arterial monitoring intersection of Pacific Coast Highway & East 7th Street.  The 

incremental impact resulting from the addition of project traffic is less than the 2% level required 

to create a significant impact.  

 

 

CMP FREEWAY ANALYSIS 

 

A regional analysis was conducted to quantify potential impacts of project traffic on the regional 

freeway system serving the project area, including segments of I-405, I-605 and the SR-22. 



9. Pacific Coast Highway & A.M. 0.976 E 1.068 F 1.073 F 0.005 NO

7th Street P.M. 1.003 F 1.100 F 1.108 F 0.008 NO

EXISTING YEAR 

2007

V/C Ratio

LOS

V/C Ratio

LOS

Increase in 

V/C

Significant 

Impact

TABLE 12

CMP INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

YEAR 2020 CONDITIONS 

Intersection Peak Hour

2020 WITHOUT 

PROJECT
2020 WITH PROJECT IMPACT?

V/C Ratio

LOS
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Given the regional nature of the university, the following ten freeway segments were selected for 

the freeway level of service analysis: 

 

 

Interstate 405 

 

• Between Seal Beach Boulevard and SR-22 

• North of SR-22 

• Between Studebaker Road and Palo Verde Avenue 

• Between Palo Verde Avenue and Woodruff Avenue 

• Between Woodruff Avenue and Bellflower Boulevard 

• Between Bellflower Boulevard and Lakewood Avenue 

• Between Lakewood Avenue and Cherry Avenue 

• Between Cherry Avenue and Orange Avenue 

 

 

Interstate 605 
 

• North of Interstate 405 

 

 

State Route 22 
 

• East of Studebaker Road 

 
 

Existing Freeway Traffic Volumes 

 

Existing freeway mainline traffic volumes were obtained from 2006 Traffic Volumes on California 

State Highways (California Department of Transportation, 2006) for the six selected freeway 

mainline CMP locations.  Peak hour volumes by direction were derived by applying directional and 

peak hour factors derived from 2006 Traffic Volumes on California State Highways, and freeway 

LOS was analyzed using the demand-to-capacity (D/C) methodology.  Similar to the volume 

projections for the intersection analysis, a growth rate of 0.5% per year was applied to these 

traffic volumes to estimate 2007 existing base conditions for these freeway segments.  The D/C 
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ratios were calculated for each freeway segment using a capacity value of 2,200 vehicles per 

hour per freeway mainline lane for freeway mixed-flow lanes according to 2000 Highway 

Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000).  Freeway segment levels of service 

were determined based on V/C ratios and the definitions shown in Table 13.  Table 14 indicates 

the estimated existing D/C ratios during the morning and afternoon peak hours at the CMP 

freeway monitoring locations.  The analysis indicates that many of the study segments along I-405 

currently operate at LOS E or F during the am and pm peak hours.  

 

 

Future Freeway Traffic Volumes 

 

The methodology used to develop forecasts of future year 2020 freeway volumes with and without 

the proposed project is similar to that used for the analyzed intersections.  It includes the 

development of cumulative base (future without project) volumes, project traffic projections under 

the no project scenario and cumulative plus project (future with project) volumes. 

 

The Year 2020 cumulative base freeway traffic volumes were developed by factoring the 

existing volumes (2007) by 6.5% (0.5% per year) to reflect cumulative growth.  Table 13 lists the 

Year 2020 cumulative base peak hour traffic volumes for the analyzed freeway segments.  The 

table also indicates the projected D/C ratio for each location under the cumulative base 

conditions in 2020.  The trip distribution patterns illustrated in Figure 4 were used for this 

analysis to identify freeway locations at which the project could add considerable new trips.   

 

The future traffic expected to be generated by the proposed project was then added to the Year 

2020 cumulative base freeway traffic volumes. The resulting Year 2020 cumulative plus project 

traffic volumes for each development scenario is shown in Table 14 for the a.m. and p.m. peak 

hour, respectively. 

 

 

Regional Freeway Impact Analysis 

 

Table 14 indicates the projected D/C ratios for cumulative plus project conditions and the 

incremental increase in the D/C ratio that can be attributed to the proposed project.  The 

significant impact criteria established by the CMP provide that a project would generate significant 



A 0.00 – 0.35 Highest quality of service. Free traffic flow, low 

volumes and densities. Little or no restriction 

on maneuverability or speed.

Source: Adapted from 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, June 2002.

TABLE 13

FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS

B 0.36 – 0.54 Stable traffic flow, speed becoming slightly 

restricted. Low restriction on maneuverability.

Flow ConditionsDemand/Capacity RatioLevel of Service

C 0.55 – 0.77 Stable traffic flow, but less freedom to select 

speed, change lanes or pass. Density 

increasing.

D 0.78 – 0.93 Approaching unstable flow. Speeds tolerable 

but subject to sudden and considerable 

variation. Less maneuverability and driver 

comfort.

E 0.94 – 1.00 Unstable traffic flow with rapidly fluctuating 

speeds and flow rates. Short headways, low 

maneuverability and low driver comfort.

F(0) 1.01 – 1.25 Forced traffic flow. Speed and flow may be 

greatly reduced with high densities.

F(3) >1.45 Forced traffic flow. Severe congested 

conditions prevail for more than one hour. 

Speed and flow may drop to zero with high 

densities.

F(1) 1.26 – 1.35 Forced traffic flow. Severe congested 

conditions prevail for more than one hour. 

Speed and flow may drop to zero with high 

densities.

F(2) 1.36 – 1.45 Forced traffic flow. Severe congested 

conditions prevail for more than one hour. 

Speed and flow may drop to zero with high 

densities.



TABLE 14

EXISTING AND FUTURE (2020) FREEWAY VOLUMES AND LEVELS OF SERVICE 

2020 with Project Forecast

Peak Hour 

Volume [a]
D/C Ratio LOS

Peak Hour 

Volumes
D/C Ratio LOS

Peak Hour 

Volumes
D/C Ratio LOS

I-405 A.M. NB 7 13,700 12,109 0.884 D 12,896 0.941 E 127 13,023 0.951 E 0.009 NO

Between Seal Beach Blvd & SR-22 SB 7 13,700 13,799 1.007 F(0) 14,696 1.073 F(0) 32 14,728 1.075 F(0) 0.002 NO

P.M. NB 7 13,700 15,148 1.106 F(0) 16,133 1.178 F(0) 90 16,223 1.184 F(0) 0.007 NO

SB 7 13,700 12,719 0.928 D 13,546 0.989 E 105 13,651 0.996 E 0.008 NO

I-405 A.M. NB 5 9,300 9,164 0.985 E 9,759 1.049 F(0) 127 9,886 1.063 F(0) 0.014 NO

North of SR-22 SB 5 9,300 8,042 0.865 D 8,565 0.921 D 32 8,597 0.924 D 0.003 NO

P.M. NB 5 9,300 8,447 0.908 D 8,996 0.967 E 90 9,086 0.977 E 0.010 NO

SB 5 9,300 10,060 1.082 F(0) 10,714 1.152 F(0) 105 10,819 1.163 F(0) 0.011 NO

I-405 A.M. NB 5 9,300 9,447 1.016 F(0) 10,061 1.082 F(0) 127 10,188 1.095 F(0) 0.014 NO

SB 5 9,300 8,290 0.891 D 8,829 0.949 E 32 8,861 0.953 E 0.003 NO

P.M. NB 5 9,300 8,707 0.936 E 9,273 0.997 E 90 9,363 1.007 F(0) 0.010 NO

SB 5 9,300 10,372 1.115 F(0) 11,046 1.188 F(0) 105 11,151 1.199 F(0) 0.011 NO

I-405 A.M. NB 5 9,300 9,199 0.989 E 9,797 1.053 F(0) 32 9,829 1.057 F(0) 0.003 NO

Between Palo Verde Ave & Woodruff Ave SB 5 9,300 8,073 0.868 D 8,598 0.925 D 8 8,606 0.925 D 0.001 NO

P.M. NB 5 9,300 8,479 0.912 D 9,030 0.971 E 22 9,052 0.973 E 0.002 NO

SB 5 9,300 10,099 1.086 F(0) 10,756 1.157 F(0) 26 10,782 1.159 F(0) 0.003 NO

I-405 A.M. NB 5 9,300 8,166 0.878 D 8,696 0.935 E 24 8,720 0.938 E 0.003 NO

Between Woodruff Ave & Bellflower Blvd SB 5 9,300 9,305 1.001 F(0) 9,910 1.066 F(0) 95 10,005 1.076 F(0) 0.010 NO

P.M. NB 5 9,300 10,216 1.098 F(0) 10,880 1.170 F(0) 67 10,947 1.177 F(0) 0.007 NO

SB 5 9,300 8,577 0.922 D 9,134 0.982 E 67 9,201 0.989 E 0.007 NO

I-405 A.M. NB 5 9,300 8,601 0.925 D 9,160 0.985 E 48 9,208 0.990 E 0.005 NO

Between Bellflower Blvd & Lakewood Ave SB 5 9,300 9,801 1.054 F(0) 10,438 1.122 F(0) 190 10,628 1.143 F(0) 0.020 YES

P.M. SB 5 9,300 9,034 0.971 E 9,621 1.035 F(0) 135 9,756 1.049 F(0) 0.015 NO

NB 5 9,300 10,760 1.157 F(0) 11,459 1.232 F(0) 158 11,617 1.249 F(0) 0.017 NO

I-405 A.M. NB 5 9,300 9,005 0.968 E 9,590 1.031 F(0) 41 9,631 1.036 F(0) 0.004 NO

Between Lakewood Ave & Cherry Ave SB 5 9,300 10,260 1.103 F(0) 10,927 1.175 F(0) 162 11,089 1.192 F(0) 0.017 NO

P.M. NB 5 9,300 11,264 1.211 F(0) 11,996 1.290 F(1) 134 12,130 1.304 F(1) 0.014 NO

SB 5 9,300 9,458 1.017 F(0) 10,073 1.083 F(0) 115 10,188 1.095 F(0) 0.012 NO

I-405 A.M. NB 5 9,300 9,284 0.998 E 9,888 1.063 F(0) 35 9,923 1.067 F(0) 0.004 NO

Between Cherry Ave and Orange Ave SB 5 9,300 10,579 1.137 F(0) 11,266 1.211 F(0) 137 11,403 1.226 F(0) 0.015 NO

P.M. SB 5 9,300 9,752 1.049 F(0) 10,385 1.117 F(0) 98 10,483 1.127 F(0) 0.010 NO

NB 5 9,300 11,614 1.249 F(0) 12,369 1.330 F(1) 114 12,483 1.342 F(1) 0.012 NO

I-605 A.M. NB 6 11,500 6,422 0.558 C 6,839 0.595 C 32 6,871 0.597 C 0.003 NO

North of I-405 SB 4 8,800 7,295 0.829 D 7,769 0.883 D 127 7,896 0.897 D 0.014 NO

P.M. NB 6 11,500 7,756 0.674 C 8,260 0.718 C 105 8,365 0.727 C 0.009 NO

SB 4 8,800 6,320 0.718 C 6,731 0.765 C 90 6,821 0.775 D 0.010 NO

SR-22 A.M. EB 3 6,600 4,727 0.716 C 5,034 0.763 C 32 5,066 0.768 C 0.005 NO

East of Studebaker Rd WB 3 6,600 3,812 0.578 C 4,060 0.615 C 127 4,187 0.634 C 0.019 NO

P.M. EB 3 6,600 3,566 0.540 C 3,798 0.575 C 105 3,903 0.591 C 0.016 NO

WB 4 8,800 7,142 0.812 D 8,548 0.863 D 4 8,552 0.864 D 0.000 NO

Notes:

[a] Caltrans data - factored from 2006 to 2007 conditions

Project 

Related D/C 

Change

Significant 

impact?

Project Only 

Peak Hour 

Trips

2020 without Project ForecastExisting (2007) Conditions

Between Studebaker Rd & Palo Verde Ave

Peak Hour Direction LanesCMP Monitoring Location Capacity
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regional freeway impacts if the projected level of service is LOS F and the increase in D/C ratio 

caused by the project traffic is equal to or more than 0.02.  As shown in the table, the proposed 

project is expected to generate a significant impact at Interstate 405 between Bellflower 

Boulevard and Lakewood Avenue (D/C increase of 0.02). 

 

Implementation of additional freeway capacity to address significant cumulative conditions is 

beyond the ability of any individual project to implement and, as such, the project’s incremental 

impacts on poor cumulative conditions on these segments would be considered significant and 

unavoidable. 

 

 

REGIONAL TRANSIT IMPACT ANALYSIS 

 

Section D.8.4 of the CMP provides a methodology for estimating the number of transit trips 

expected to result from a proposed project based on the number of vehicle trips.  This 

methodology assumes an average vehicle ridership (AVR) of 1.4 to estimate the number of 

person trips to and from the project and then provides guidance regarding the percentage of 

person trips assigned to public transit depending on the type of use (commercial/other versus 

residential) and the proximity to transit services. The CMP guidelines do not specify a transit 

ridership projection for Universities.  Based on transit usage at CSU Long Beach and the 

number of buses serving the University, it was assumed that an estimated 10% of person 

project trips may use public transit to travel to and from the site.   

 

The proposed project is estimated to generate approximately 868 total a.m. peak hour trips and 

1,049 total p.m. peak hour trips under Master Plan buildout conditions.  After applying the CMP 

guidelines described above (i.e., converting the vehicle trips to person trips by multiplying by a 

1.4 AVR and assuming 10% transit use), the results indicate that the project could add 

approximately 122 new transit person trips in the weekday a.m. peak hour and 147 new transit 

person trips in the weekday p.m. peak hour. 

 

As discussed in Chapter II, the study area is served by approximately 10 bus lines.  These lines 

will provide adequate transit service to the project.  With the projected level of transit ridership 

increase (122 new transit person trips in the weekday a.m. peak hour and 147 new transit 

person trips in the weekday p.m. peak hour), the existing bus service can accommodate the 
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demand and project-related impacts on the regional transit system are not expected to be 

significant. 
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VI. PARKING AND INTERNAL CIRCULATION 

 

 

 

The amount of parking proposed under the CSU Long Beach Master Plan and internal circulation 

on campus is discussed below.     

 

 

PARKING 

 

CSU Long Beach currently has approximately 13,400 parking spaces on campus.  The majority 

of parking is provided in surface lots.  The distribution of on-campus parking is summarized 

below. 

 

• Existing Parking: 
o Surface Lots = 8,961 spaces 
o Temporary Lot (20) = 419 spaces 
o Parking Structure #1 = 2,727 spaces 
o Parking Structure #2 = 1,297 spaces 
o Total = 13,404 spaces 

 

Three new parking structures are proposed in the CSU Long Beach Master Plan.  The new 

parking structures are on Palo Verde Avenue south of Atherton Street (Structure #3, existing Lot 

11), between Earl Warren Drive and Merriam Way south of Atherton Street (Structure #4, 

existing Lot 14A), and just west of East Campus Drive north of 7th Street (Structure #5, existing 

Lot 7).  The proposed parking structures would provide a total of 3,831 parking spaces on 

campus as follows:   

 

• Parking Structure #3 – 1,321 total spaces on Lot 11 

• Parking Structure #4 – 1,150 total spaces on Lot 14A 

• Parking Structure #5 – 1,360 total spaces on Lot 7 
   

The new parking structures would replace existing surface parking lots on campus.  As shown in 

Table 8, the proposed parking structures would provide a total of 3,381 parking spaces and 

eliminate 1,709 existing parking spaces, resulting in an increase of 2,122 parking spaces on 
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campus.  Under Master Plan buildout conditions, a total of approximately 15,500 parking spaces 

would be provided on campus. 

 

The number of FTE students under existing and Master Plan buildout conditions was compared 

to the amount of on-campus parking to determine if a sufficient parking supply was being 

provided with the proposed Master Plan.  Table 15 summarizes the number of FTE students, 

the total amount of parking, and the ratio of students to parking spaces on campus under 

existing and Master Plan buildout conditions.  As shown, CSU Long Beach currently has a ratio 

of two students per parking space and would maintain this ratio with buildout of the Master Plan.   

 

 

INTERNAL CIRCULATION 

 

The internal roadway system at CSU Long Beach is comprised of the following roadways: 

 

• Merriam Way – Merriam Way extends south from Atherton Street to Beach Drive and 
provides access to surface parking lots and Parking Structure #1. 

 

• Earl Warren Drive – Earl Warren Drive extends south from Atherton Street to Beach Drive 
and provides access to the surface parking lots in the north campus. 

 

• Beach Drive – Beach Drive is a primary campus gateway providing access to/from 
Bellflower Boulevard at the western edge of campus and continuing east to connect with 
West Campus Road.   

 

• West Campus Road – West Campus Road extends north from 7th Street to Beach Drive 
and serves as a primary internal circulation roadway.   

 

• East Campus Road – East Campus Road extends north from 7th Street to State University 
Drive and is restricted to campus vehicles north of the surface parking lot adjacent to 7th 
Street. 

 

• State University Drive – State University Drive is an eastern campus roadway providing 
access to the pick-up/drop-off area west of Palo Verde Avenue.   

 

The primary internal circulation system at CSU Long Beach would remain in place with the 

implementation of the Master Plan.  Access to the proposed parking structures would be 

provided by the existing internal roadway network.  Traffic operations with the proposed parking 

structures and resulting changes to on-campus travel patterns were analyzed as part of the 

traffic impact analysis under near-term and buildout conditions.  As shown in Figure 1, each 



CSULB Students/Parking Existing Conditions Master Plan Buildout Conditions

2.0 2.0FTE Students/Parking Ratio

FTE Students 26,440 31,000

Total Parking Spaces 13,404 15,526

TABLE 15

CSULB MASTER PLAN

CAMPUS PARKING SUMMARY
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campus gateway and the primary internal intersections on campus were included as study 

intersections for the traffic impact analysis.  Mitigation measures were recommended for 

campus gateway intersections impacted by the proposed Master Plan. 

 

As part of the design process, a site-specific traffic impact assessment will be conducted for 

each of the proposed parking structures.  The traffic impact assessment will ensure that the 

internal intersections providing access to the parking structure are designed to accommodate 

the projected peak hour traffic volumes when the structure is fully utilized.
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Appendix D 
Noise Study 
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